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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Here is a promise to give us hope
today: ‘‘If my people, who are called by
my name, will humble themselves, and
pray and seek my face * * * then I will
hear from heaven, and will forgive
their sin and heal their land.’’—II
Chronicles 7:14.

Thank You, Lord, for answering our
prayers for a meeting between the
President, the majority leader, and the
Speaker of the House to deal with the
issues of balancing the budget. Now we
pray reverently for these men as they
meet today. Lord, we need Your heal-
ing. Fill these men with Your spirit.
Grant them the humility to be open to
Your guidance for a solution. Invade
their minds with an acute awareness of
their accountability to You to break
the present deadlock, move toward cre-
ative compromises, and achieve an
agreement. We claim Jesus’ diagnosis
and prognosis for seemingly impossible
impasses like this: ‘‘With man it is im-
possible, but with God all things are
possible.’’—Luke 18:27. We really be-
lieve that. We cast aside our pride, and
throw our negative cautious doubt to
the wind. Today is a day to expect
great things from You, and the great-
ness You will inspire in our leaders.
Thank You that it shall be so. Amen.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.
f

SCHEDULE
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, on behalf

of the leader, let me announce that we

will immediately begin consideration
of the conference report to accompany
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill, and that under the unani-
mous-consent agreement reached last
night, if all time is used, a vote will
occur on the conference report at ap-
proximately 5:25 p.m.

The Senate will recess today between
the hours of 12:30 p.m. and 2:15 p.m. for
weekly policy conferences, and a clo-
ture vote is still possible today on the
motion to proceed to the Labor-HHS
appropriations bill, unless an agree-
ment can be reached on that bill today.

Also, if a continuing resolution
would become available from the
House, we will take action on that
today.
f

VITIATION OF ACTION—S. 1228

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the action
taken on Calendar No. 280, S. 1228, be
vitiated and the bill be placed back on
the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this bill
is now back on the calendar but it is
still hoped this important matter can
be cleared for action, soon.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the leadership time
is reserved.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Senate will now
resume consideration of the conference
report accompanying H.R. 1530, on

which there shall be 3 hours debate,
equally divided.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A conference report to accompany H.R.
1530, an act to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for fiscal year 1996, and
for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the conference report.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I know
there are speakers who will be here
this morning, but at the moment let
me suggest the absence of a quorum;
the time will be equally divided under
the previous agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, what is the
current order of the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the conference re-
port on H.R. 1530, the Defense author-
ization.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, as we de-
bate the conference report on the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1996, I again want to express
my admiration for the hard work, de-
termination, and commitment of Sen-
ator THURMOND, the chairman of the
committee. Regardless of our individ-
ual and differing views on the specifics
of this conference report, I believe ev-
eryone knows that Senator THURMOND
worked with diligence and dedication
to reach an agreement with the House.

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion for the hard work of the majority
staff director, Dick Reynard; deputy
staff director, George Lauffer, who is
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here on the floor; general counsel, Don
Deline; and all the majority staff. They
put in many late nights and 7-day
weeks over the course of this con-
ference, which has provided them with
far too little time to spend with their
own families.

The same applies to Arnold Punaro,
Andy Effron, and many others on my
staff who have worked with equal dili-
gence and dedication.

This bill was in conference for over 3
months. The chairman, Senator THUR-
MOND, has shown great patience and en-
durance through long and difficult ne-
gotiations with the House. Out of re-
spect for Senator THURMOND, particu-
larly in his first year as chairman—al-
though he has been on the committee
for many years—I signed the con-
ference report, and I voted for the mo-
tion to proceed, thereby providing the
Senate with the opportunity to con-
sider this report.

I do not support the legislation, for
reasons I will explain. I feel it is essen-
tial that the Senate at least make a de-
termination and vote on this con-
ference report.

The conference report contains im-
portant legislative authorities, which I
strongly support. I want to point out
the important military pay and allow-
ances provisions, including a 2.4-per-
cent pay raise for the troops and a 5.2-
percent increase in the basic allowance
for quarters. Without this bill, the pay
raise under permanent law will be 2
percent, or 0.4 percent less. The basic
allowance for quarters increase would
be 2 percent, instead of the current 5.2
percent, if this bill passes.

If we do not have this bill enacted
into law, I intend to join others in
doing everything possible to see that
this key legislation for pay raises and
for basic allowance for quarters be in-
serted in another bill before we leave
this session.

Second, approval of Secretary Per-
ry’s family and troop housing initia-
tive, which would provide new authori-
ties—including shared public and pri-
vate sector funding—to finance needed
construction and improvements in
military housing.

Third, detailed acquisition reform
legislation that complements last
year’s landmark Federal Acquisition
Streamlining Act. Key provisions
would:

Use simplified procedures to stream-
line the process of procuring commer-
cial products and services while pre-
serving the requirement for full and
open competition.

Reduce the barriers that inhibit ac-
quisition of commercial products by
eliminating the requirement for cer-
tified cost and pricing data for com-
mercial products.

Streamline the bid protest process by
eliminating the separate bid protest
authority of the General Services
Board of Contract Appeals and provid-
ing for all bid protests to be deter-
mined by the General Accounting Of-
fice.

Consolidate and clarify the standards
of conduct for Federal officials in the
acquisition process to ensure consist-
ent treatment of such personnel on a
governmentwide basis.

Fourth, establishment of a defense
modernization account. This provision
will encourage the Department of De-
fense and give them a strong incentive
to achieve savings in procurement, re-
search and development, and oper-
ations and maintenance by allowing
the Department to place the savings in
a new account, the defense moderniza-
tion account. Funds in the account
would be available for the services to
spend on the most pressing long-term
needs of our military—that is mod-
ernization of our military forces and
equipment and procurement. The De-
partment could use amounts in the ac-
count to address funding shortfalls in
the modernization of vital weapons
systems.

Mr. President, I would like to see
these provisions enacted into law, but I
cannot support the conference report
in its present form. This will be the
first time, in my 23 years in the Sen-
ate, that I will vote against a Defense
authorization conference report. I have
supported every previous Defense au-
thorization conference report during
my Senate career, including 6 years in
which I served in the minority under
two Republican chairmen.

In the past, when we had a Demo-
cratic Congress and a Republican
President, we routinely faced a House
bill that was unacceptable and a Sen-
ate bill that was acceptable to the Re-
publican President. In those years
most of the compromising had to come
from the House if we were going to get
a bill signed into law. We knew that
when we saw the shape of the two bills
coming out of the House and Senate.

We faced the same situation in re-
verse this year with a Republican Con-
gress in the House and Senate and with
a Democratic President. This year, we
have a generally acceptable Senate bill
and a generally unacceptable House
bill in terms of Presidential signature.
This is just the opposite of what we
have had year after year with Repub-
lican Presidents and Democratic Con-
gresses. Unfortunately, this year, the
House was unwilling to make the com-
promises necessary to get a bill that is
likely to be approved by the Clinton
administration. Instead of compromis-
ing more toward the Senate bill, which
could have received Clinton adminis-
tration support, most important com-
promises strongly titled toward the
House position.

The conference report before us con-
tains fundamental flaws that I believe
are contrary to the best interests of
the taxpayers and sound management
of our national defense activities. On
balance, I have concluded that this
bill’s bad policy outweighs its good
policies in its current form.

Mr. President, I will discuss again, as
I did last week, the missile defense part
of this conference report at a later

point in my presentation. I would like
to turn to other elements of the con-
ference that give me great concern.
REPEAL OF THE REQUIREMENT FOR AN INDE-

PENDENT DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL TEST
AND EVALUATION

When the House drafted its version of
this year’s bill, they developed a DOD
reorganization proposal which included
a provision abolishing the position of
the Director of Operational Test and
Evaluation. That position was created
in 1983 at the initiative of Senators
ROTH, GRASSLEY, and PRYOR, to ensure
that testing of major weapons systems
would be evaluated by an office inde-
pendent of the responsibility for pro-
gram and contract management.

During the Senate debate on this bill,
we adopted without dissent a biparti-
san amendment—sponsored by Sen-
ators ROTH and PRYOR—reaffirming
congressional support for the Office of
the Director of Test and Evaluation
[OTE]. That was the Senate position.

In that amendment, we noted that
the OTE position was ‘‘created by Con-
gress to provide an independent valida-
tion and verification on the suitability
and effectiveness of new weapons, and
to ensure that the * * * military de-
partments acquire weapons that are
proven in a operational environment
before they are produced and used in
combat.’’

In summary, Mr. President, Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation has as its
main purpose objective—evaluation of
weapons systems before they are pur-
chased. There has been a whole history
to indicate the need for this kind of of-
fice because program managers inevi-
tably get wedded to programs. If they
are responsible not only to develop the
programs, present them, sell them, and
market them on Capitol Hill but also
to test them, there is an inherent in-
ability for the kind of objectivity that
is needed in making sure the weapons
work before we buy them.

The conference agreement is con-
trary to the Senate position—in fact,
just the opposite of the Senate provi-
sion—and would repeal the legislation
requiring that there be an independent
Director of Operational Test and Eval-
uation.

Mr. President, it is important to dif-
ferentiate the provisions affecting the
Director of Operational Test and Eval-
uation from other aspects of the DOD
reorganization provisions proposed by
the House and adopted in conference
which reduce the number of positions
in DOD requiring Presidential appoint-
ment and Senate confirmation.

With the exception of the language
affecting the Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation and the language
affecting the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Special Operations—which
I shall address later in my remarks—I
have no objection to some of the other
DOD reorganization provisions pro-
posed in the conference agreement
which largely came from the House.
The unobjectionable elements of the
conference agreement merely repeal
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the statutory designation of certain
positions and the requirement for Sen-
ate confirmation.

The Operational Test and Evaluation
proposal goes further. It would repeal
section 139 of title 10, which contains a
number of key protections for the Di-
rector of OTE. Under current law:

The Director can only be removed by
the President, and the President must
report his reasons to Congress.

The Director is guaranteed statutory
independence from the Under Sec-
retary for Acquisition.

The Director may communicate di-
rectly with the Secretary without ob-
taining the concurrence or approval of
any other official.

The Director has specific authority
over all test and evaluation activities
of DOD.

Mr. President, those are key provi-
sions. That is the only way you can
have an objective official in terms of
ensuring that he is not subject to the
normal bureaucratic pressures of the
Pentagon.

Under the conference agreement, ef-
fective January 31, 1997, there would no
longer be an independent Director of
Operational Test and Evaluation. The
Secretary of Defense would be free to
subordinate the operational test and
evaluation function under any Under
or Assistant Secretary—including
those with direct responsibility for the
management of major weapons systems
programs—or even relegate it to the
military departments.

Congress specifically created this po-
sition in light of major acquisition
problems of the late seventies and
early eighties so that realistic and
independent operational test and eval-
uation functions would be conducted
without direct interference by acquisi-
tion officials. Congress wanted to make
sure that those who were being tested
were not also grading their own tests.
DOD has never fully embraced this po-
sition and its independence. Under the
House approach, now incorporated in
this conference, the key concept of
‘‘Fly before you buy’’ will be signifi-
cantly weakened because this office is
in effect terminated.

This is an ill-considered proposal
with no foundation or justification.
Congress should not be put in the posi-
tion of having to refight and reinstate
this legislation next year. This is an
example of ‘‘Ready, fire, aim’’ that I
think is destructive to the overall fur-
therance of our national security. We
should not support legislation that
cripples this vital organization.
REPEAL OF THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENT FOR

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SPECIAL OP-
ERATIONS AND LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT

There is another aspect of the
House’s DOD reorganization language
which was adopted in conference to
which I have similar objections. My
concerns relate to the provision that
would abolish the requirement to des-
ignate one of the Assistant Secretaries
of Defense to be responsible for special
operations and low-intensity conflict.

Mr. President, in 1986, Congress cre-
ated the statutory position of Assist-
ant Secretary, Special Operations and
low-Intensity Conflict as part of com-
prehensive legislation concerning the
organization and management of spe-
cial operations forces.

The 1986 legislation also established a
unified combatant command for special
operations.

The CINC was given unique authori-
ties—possessed by no other CINC—for
administration, acquisition, and budg-
eting—authorities that are more akin
to the powers of a civilian Service Sec-
retary than a military CINC.

We specified in law that there be an
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Spe-
cial Operations in order to ensure ade-
quate civilian control over the CINC.

The statute specifically makes the
Assistant Secretary responsible for
‘‘the overall supervision (including
oversight of policy and resources) of
special operations * * * and low-inten-
sity conflict activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense.’’

Senator COHEN, a Republican from
Maine, a member of our committee and
leader for many years, is an expert on
this subject of special operations. He
and I drafted this legislation which was
based on the determination that the
subject of special operations was re-
ceiving inadequate attention by the Of-
fice of Secretary of Defense and the
military departments.

Mr. President, this is one of the least
expensive parts of our overall military
forces, but the one that is most likely
to be used, whether it is on the cutting
edge of a major operation. The special
operations forces are the best trained
military forces we have. They are re-
quired to operate with great secrecy
and great care, and they need civilian
supervision. This conference report
eliminates that civilian supervision as
we had envisioned.

The conference report would repeal
this requirement to have an Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Special Oper-
ations and Low-Intensity Conflict, ef-
fective January 31, 1997. The Office of
the Assistant Secretary has provided
valuable oversight and supervision of
an activity that still receives to little
attention within the Pentagon. The
circumstances that required creation
of the position are largely unchanged.
The Department, again, has not fully
embraced the special operations re-
forms and this repeal will energize the
enemies of special operations.

When Congress created this position,
we were not simply trying to give visi-
bility to an Assistant Secretary. There
are significant substantive differences
between the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Special Operations and each
of the other Assistant Secretaries. The
position of Assistant Secretary for Spe-
cial Operations is tied directly to a
unique combatant command that exer-
cises management powers similar to
those of a civilian Service Secretary.
The conference report would repeal
that statute, effective January 31, 1997,

and remove that direct civilian over-
sight of the CINC. This, again, was
done without foundation and without
substantive consideration.
REQUIREMENT TO SELL THE NAVAL PETROLEUM

RESERVE WITHIN 1 YEAR

Mr. President, earlier this year, the
Budget Committee provided reconcili-
ation instructions to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee to achieve savings
through sale of the Naval Petroleum
Reserve at Elk Hills within 1 year.
That was because they wanted to raise
money for the deficit. Faced with that
requirement, the committee developed
legislation with a number of safe-
guards, including provisions that would
enable the Secretary of Energy to sus-
pend the sale, and to require a subse-
quent vote by the Congress upon a de-
termination that the sale was not pro-
ceeding in the taxpayer’s best interest.

The Congressional Budget Office,
however, refused to score the provision
in the DOD authorization bill as
achieving any savings because CBO be-
lieved there was a significant chance
that the sale would be suspended and
that subsequent legislation would be
required. As a result, when the Armed
Services Committee submitted its rec-
onciliation legislation to the Budget
Committee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, on an 11-to-10 vote, rec-
ommended to the Budget Committee
that the reconciliation bill include a
different version of the provision with-
out a number of key safeguards. Those
of us who opposed this recommenda-
tion expressed great concern about the
potential for a huge loss to the tax-
payers by a rushed sale without suffi-
cient safeguards.

Subsequently, CBO estimated that
the up-front proceeds from the sale
would be $1.5 billion, but the net reve-
nue foregone would be $2.5 billion over
the next 7 years—leading to a $1 billion
loss. As a result, the requirement to
sell the naval petroleum reserve was
dropped from the Senate reconciliation
legislation and was not included in the
reconciliation conference report.

We are no longer under a mandate
from the Budget Committees on the
reconciliation process to raise this $1.5
billion. They wisely dropped the provi-
sion when the Congressional Budget Of-
fice said it could cost us money. It
could cost us $1 billion. What do we do?
The conference report before us today
continues to mandate the sale with a
year with the option for the Secretary
to suspend the sale. It is now out of
step with reconciliation and out of step
with common sense.

Mr. President, because of the budget
pressure, there will be tremendous in-
centive for this administration or a
subsequent administration at the end
of next year, if we have a change of ad-
ministrations, to sell Elk Hills quickly
to meet the deadlines of the overall
budget and fiscal picture. A 1-year
timeframe, I believe, is unwise. Right
now, there is one company with the po-
tential inside track. Chevron is a part
owner and manager of Elk Hills. There
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is concern, I think legitimate concern,
that a requirement to sell Elk Hills
within 1 year will give that company a
tremendous advantage, an advantage
that could be reduced by giving other
potential bidders sufficient time and
information to develop competitive
bids.

Mr. President, since the leadership of
the Budget Committee has already de-
cided to drop the sale of Elk Hills from
the reconciliation bill there is abso-
lutely no need to present with the Sec-
retary of Energy with the choice of ei-
ther making the sale or losing the au-
thority to sell the NPR. Contrary to
the assertions we have heard on the
floor, the administration has not rec-
ommended a forced sale within 1 year.
The President’s budget for fiscal year
1996 clearly states, on page 148 that
‘‘The administration proposes to pri-
vatize the Elk Hills, CA oil and gas
fields in 1997 * * *.’’ Mr. President, that
date is 1997, not 1996. Likewise, the ad-
ministration’s balanced budget pro-
posal, submitted on December 7, 1995,
provides for disposition of Elk Hills
‘‘not later than September 30, 1997.’’
Again, an extra year so we ensure that
we taxpayers get their money’s worth
out of this sale.

Mr. President, because the current
contractor and co-owner, Chevron, has
a potential advantage in terms of the
information needed to submit a realis-
tic bid, it will not be easy to establish
a competitive bidding and evaluation
process that will get the best deal for
the taxpayers. There are serious ques-
tions about whether the 1-year period
is sufficient to ensure that the tax-
payers get the maximum value through
knowledgeable competitive bidding.
This provision is a loser—potentially a
$1 billion loser.

I find it strange that the same Con-
gressional Budget Office, which our Re-
publican majority is insisting we use
for its numbers for the budget deal we
are talking about, basically says we
are possibly or even probably going to
lose about $1.5 billion on this, but we
have it in the conference report any-
way. I think it is a mistake.

BUY AMERICAN PROVISIONS

Mr. President, one of the strongest
elements of our export economy is the
sale of overseas military equipment.
This is an area in which the value of
our sales overseas far exceeds the
amount we buy from other countries.
This is one of the areas where we have
a favorable trade balance. The overall
trade balance is unfavorable, but the
trade balance in military equipment is
favorable. The conference report before
us would expand and impose Buy Amer-
ican restrictions that are not justified
by industrial based or arms control
considerations. This says that you
have to buy these items in America,
even if the sales from our allies abroad
or from others are substantially cheap-
er.

This means that when foreign compa-
nies cannot bid on American contracts,
foreign countries are likely to retaliate

by imposing their own restrictions on
American products, thereby damaging
the export sector of the United States
that currently has a very strong trade
surplus and advantage.

Section 806 of the conference report
contains a buy American provision for
components of naval vessels which is,
derived from the House passed bill. The
Senate bill, under Senator THURMOND’s
leadership, did not have these buy
American provisions. The conference
report comes back, and it is absolutely
loaded with them.

Mr. President, there is ample exist-
ing authority for DOD to exclude for-
eign companies from competing on a
contract when there is a valid indus-
trial base requirement for domestic
producers. That is already the law. The
Department of Defense has not re-
quested any additional legislative au-
thority to impose specific buy Amer-
ican requirements on the components
listed in the conference report.

There has been no showing of a criti-
cal industrial base need that would jus-
tify singling out these vessel compo-
nents, among the hundreds of thou-
sands of items procured by the Depart-
ment of Defense, as warranting protec-
tion from competition.

The existing buy-American list in
title X covers only five items. This is
after years and years of struggling.
Every year we have had buy-American
provisions in the House bill under a
Democratic House. This year, nothing
has changed under a Republican House
as they loaded up the report with buy-
American provisions. Every year we
have held firm. We have said, ‘‘No, it’s
bad government, it’s bad for the tax-
payers, and it’s a bad deal for the mili-
tary.’’

We are going to spend more money,
get less national security, and hurt our
exporters. This is particularly true
with the aerospace industry, because
they are indeed the best in the world.

We have five items in title X: buses;
a chemical weapons antidote; air cir-
cuit breakers for vessels; specified
valves and machine tools; and ball
bearings and roller bearings, which
may be affected.

I am not here to debate those items.
They are in there. They were put in the
report at one time or another.

The conference agreement, without
any justification that I can see and in
contradiction to bipartisan opposition
to similar positions in past con-
ferences, would add the following
items:

First, ‘‘welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain with a diameter of 4
inches or less.’’

Second, ‘‘vessel propellers with a di-
ameter of 6 feet or more.’’

You cannot buy those anywhere ex-
cept in America and, in some cases,
there is only one contractor in Amer-
ica. Only one. What you are doing, in
some cases—not all—is locking in sole-
source procurement by law and elimi-
nating competition.

Third, the following vessel compo-
nents having unique marine applica-

tions: gyrocompasses; electronic navi-
gation chart systems; steering con-
trols; pumps; propulsion and machin-
ery control systems; and totally en-
closed life boats.

All of those are going to have no
competition from abroad.

In addition, the proposal would not
only extend the expiring buy-American
requirements for ball bearings and roll-
er bearings, but would expand it to
cover all purchases, even those below
the $100,000 simplified acquisition
threshold. That directly undermines
one of the key goals of last year’s Fed-
eral Acquisition Streamlining Act: re-
moval of special interest protection
and paperwork for all purchases of
$100,000 or less.

Mr. President, I find it a supreme
irony that a Republican majority in
the House and Senate, which commit-
ted at least rhetorically to free trade
and market competition, would inject
the most sweeping buy-American pro-
visions we have ever placed in a defense
authorization bill since I have been in
the Senate. This will damage the U.S.
defense industry, it will damage our
trade position, and it will damage the
American taxpayers.

Sure, it will benefit a few companies.
They will do well because they will not
have any competition. Some people in
the House, I suppose, will be able to go
back and say in their districts, ‘‘Look
what we’ve done for you. You’re going
to get these Government contracts.’’
Our responsibility is beyond one com-
pany in one district. It is the overall
good of America and our national secu-
rity. In this case, this conference re-
port flunks that test.

I recognize the Secretary currently
has authority to waive buy American
requirements under a number of condi-
tions, such as when there would be un-
reasonable costs or delays or there
would be an adverse effect on national
security. The conference agreement
would slightly expand that authority
by allowing the Secretary to use it to
avoid retaliatory trade actions by a
foreign nation. However, the waiver au-
thority is very difficult for the Sec-
retary of Defense to exercise.

I think it is irresponsible to place a
Secretary in the position of mediating
between political pressures to impose
restrictions on the one hand and a
combination of foreign and domestic
pressures to promote free trade on the
other hand. We are the board of direc-
tors. We should not put the executive
in charge of the Department of Defense
in that position. The waiver authority
puts the Secretary in an extremely dif-
ficult position, because there is sub-
stantial pressure not to use the waiver
from the very same sources that in-
sisted on putting the provisions in law
in the first place.

Moreover, the retaliatory action
from a foreign nation may well come
after a buy-American provision is im-
posed rather than beforehand, and the
Secretary’s waiver authority, in terms
of retaliatory trade, would be useless
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in this case. That is the way it would
normally happen. The waiver authority
has to be anticipatory.

For example, we may impose a buy-
American provision on a vessel compo-
nent only to find later that a foreign
government has imposed a domestic-
source requirement that hurts our air-
craft exports. In the absence of a com-
pelling case to impose the costs and
burdens of restricting competition, we
should avoid adding new items to the
buy-American restrictions list.

A more onerous buy-American provi-
sion is set forth in the bill’s authority
to use sealift funds to purchase vessels
for the National Defense Reserve Fleet.
Unlike the buy-American provision
that applies to components which I
previously discussed, the position gov-
erning National Defense Reserve Fleets
has no waiver authority. As a result,
DOD will be precluded, under this con-
ference report, from purchasing foreign
vessels for the five additional roll-on/
roll-off ships called for in the mobility
requirement study, despite the fact
that there would be major savings to
the U.S. taxpayers.

Mr. President, the Maritime Admin-
istration has been purchasing foreign-
built ships and upgrading them in U.S.
shipyards. It is not like we are not get-
ting a good portion of the work. We
are.

The cost to purchase and upgrade
this type of ship is about $30 million
each. This means we could obtain the
five additional ships for about $150 mil-
lion. Building new U.S. ships will cost
$200 million to $250 million each, for a
total cost of $1 billion to $1.5 billion for
five ships. I think the Senate ought to
recognize this is basically taking tax-
payers’ money and simply giving it to
certain defense industries in this coun-
try. If you want to do that, that is fine,
but everybody ought to acknowledge
that is what is happening. That means
the taxpayers could be paying an addi-
tional $1 billion or more without any
increase in Navy capability. This provi-
sion is, simply put, a sweetheart deal
for certain domestic shipbuilders.

Alternatively, the cost could be so
high that the Navy may forego pur-
chasing enough ships to meet the mo-
bility requirements. Either we are
going to cost the taxpayers about $1
billion here or we are going to buy less
ships and not have the mobility re-
quirements for our own military forces.
That is bad for the taxpayers and bad
for our national defense.

(Mr. FRIST assumed the chair.)
EARMARKING

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the next
area I am concerned about relates to
earmarking. I have been one of the
leaders, and the Senator from Arizona,
Senator MCCAIN, has also been a real
leader, in trying to prevent earmark-
ing. Usually it has been in the appro-
priations bill. Time after time after
time, we have come to the floor and op-
posed these items in appropriations
bills. One time, I even voted against
the entire appropriations bill, as the

Senator from West Virginia may re-
call, because it was full of earmarks.

We in the authorization committee
have not been perfect, but we have
strived not to have earmarks in these
bills. That has been a long practice of
our Armed Services Committee. We
provide appropriate guidance under de-
velopment and procurement of major
weapons systems and leave to the exec-
utive branch the process of awarding
contracts. We do not get into micro-
management. We try not to micro-
manage. This bill is crammed full of
micromanagement, and I find this su-
premely ironic, having seen Secretary
Cheney, Secretary Carlucci, and Sec-
retary Weinberger, those Secretaries
under Republican administrations,
complain over and over again about
congressional micromanagement of the
Defense Department.

This bill goes further in
micromanagement than any bill I have
seen. We have done this to ensure, in
terms of our practices, that the Gov-
ernment achieves the best price and
quality based upon bids and proposals
reviewed under merit-based criteria.
We have endeavored to avoid legisla-
tion and conference report language
which earmarks specific contracts to
specific contractors.

We have avoided earmarking because
there is too great a danger that awards
under such a system will be based on
political and parochial considerations
rather than the best interest of na-
tional defense and the taxpayers.

I am very concerned about the ship-
building provisions of the conference
report which could lead to substantial
unnecessary expenditure for the pro-
curement of naval vessels. The con-
ference report has translated, I think,
an innovative Senate concept, which
makes sense under very unique cir-
cumstances. The concept would provide
more ships within the same cost pro-
jections that was developed by Sen-
ators LOTT, COHEN, and others—into
something that was not what they en-
visioned when they started; that is, a
shipbuilding grab bag with something
for everyone.

Section 1013 of the bill has the effect
of directing the procurement of two ad-
ditional large, medium-speed roll-on/
roll-off ships, known as LMSR vessels,
at specific shipyards. Likewise, section
135 has the effect of directing procure-
ment of six destroyers to specific ship-
yards. In the absence of a clear indus-
trial base requirement—and I have seen
no such showing—these sole-source-di-
rected procurement situations under-
mine the cost-saving potential of com-
petition. Again, I regret to say, these
are sweetheart deals for certain ship-
yards.

Mr. President, at a time when we are
striving to get the taxpayers’ fiscal
budget under control and the national
budget under control, I find it very,
very paradoxical that we are setting up
this competition with earmarks with
sole-source-directed procurement going
to certain shipyards and making cer-

tain these companies are happy at the
expense of both taxpayers and national
security.

Mr. President, I am also concerned
that section 1016 of the bill has the ef-
fect of earmarking a ship maintenance
contract for a specific shipyard. Once
we start down this route, other ship-
yards, as well as repair and mainte-
nance contractors for aircraft and vehi-
cles, will certainly want their share of
these directed, noncompetitive con-
tracts. The Competition in Contracting
Act is designed to save money through
effective competition. From time to
time, there are exceptions which can be
justified on the merits, in terms of in-
dustrial base considerations. Those de-
cisions should be made on the basis of
sound analysis and thorough consider-
ation of executive branch views, not on
the basis of a conference with legis-
lated earmarks. This earmark is not
meritorious and, again, I can only de-
scribe it as a sweetheart deal for a cer-
tain shipyard.

Mr. President, I am also concerned
about title 31 of the bill, which covers
the Department of Energy defense pro-
grams. Section 3133, 3135, 3137, 3140, and
3142 and the associated statement of
managers language provide funds—
many not requested by the administra-
tion—for development of technologies
and other programs at specify Depart-
ment of Energy sites instead of allow-
ing the Department to determine
which site, on the merits, would be the
best location for conduct of the pro-
gram. Hundreds of millions of dollars
are so allocated in the DOE section of
this bill.

In summary, Mr. President, the nu-
merous earmarks in this bill far exceed
the tolerance level of anything justi-
fied in the ‘‘give and take’’ of a con-
ference. It sets the authorizing com-
mittee on a bad policy path that we
have studiously avoided and that we
should not start now. We have objected
when the Appropriations Committee
has done this over and over. I spent lit-
erally hours out here at night, late in
a session, objecting to earmarks in ap-
propriations bills under Democratic
control of the Congress. Now, I find
that we do it over and over again in our
own authorization bill.

Mr. President, aside from shipbuild-
ing earmarks, I am troubled by the
submarine research and development
language. Section 132 of the bill re-
quires the Secretary of Defense to de-
sign, develop, and procure four nuclear
attack submarines using ‘‘new tech-
nologies that will result in each succes-
sive submarine * * * being a more ca-
pable and more affordable submarine
than the submarine that preceded it.’’
There is no recognition in the language
of the costs and risks of transforming
the submarine procurement program
into a research and development proto-
type endeavor.

No one argues with the goal of hav-
ing military equipment that is both
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more capable and more affordable. Ex-
perience demonstrates that when deal-
ing with complicated systems and ad-
vanced technology, it is quite difficult
to obtain greater capability at less
cost. The Russians, for example, tried
to increase the capability while cutting
costs of their submarines, and several
of the products of that effort, along
with their crews, lay at the bottom of
the ocean.

New attack submarines are among
the most complex and sophisticated
systems procured by the Department of
Defense. It is one thing to establish a
goal—there is no problem with a goal—
it is something very different to re-
quire the Navy to structure its pro-
gram to make new submarines both
better and cheaper without any con-
cern for the difficulty of trying to
achieve greater capability at less cost
and without any consideration of the
risk involved. I believe it is important
that the language of the submarine re-
search provision be reviewed and re-
vised to ensure greater consideration of
the tradeoff between cost and risk.

Mr. President, I am also concerned
that the conference contains a spend-
ing ‘‘floor,’’ which mandates that $50
million of the funds in the National De-
fense Sealift Fund can be used only for
advanced submarine technology activi-
ties of the Advanced Procurement
Projects Agency. Mr. President, for a
long time, this authorizing committee
has strenuously avoided putting floors
in bills. We always felt we were the
ceiling; appropriators should not go
over our ceiling. Neither should we say
they cannot spend less than a certain
amount, because that basically under-
cuts the appropriations process. It says
to the appropriators that you cannot
spend less than a certain amount. We
would object to the appropriators going
over our ceiling and have tried to avoid
having floors in our bill. In this case,
we have a floor of $50 million. In fair-
ness, because of my past work with
Senator BYRD, the Senator from West
Virginia, and my pledge to him that we
would try to avoid these items, I feel I
need to point out the floors that is in
this conference report.

Mr. President, on National Guard and
Reserve procurement, the conference
report provides $777 million for Guard
and Reserve procurement, allocating
all funding to specific line items. This
is an unfortunate reversion to the way
we added funds for the Guard and Re-
serve years ago. This is not a break-
through. It has been done before, and it
was a mistake. Now, we are repeating
that mistake. In recent years, we have
gotten away from specific earmarks,
and we have authorized various por-
tions of the Guard and Reserve pro-
curement account in a ‘‘miscellaneous
equipment’’ category. This served two
purposes. First, it provided the Defense
Department with the flexibility to al-
locate the funds to DOD’s highest-pri-
ority requirements without going
through a lengthy reprogramming
process. Two, it avoided placing Con-

gress in the position of picking lit-
erally hundreds of ‘‘winners and los-
ers’’ from a long list of items that have
not been subjected to any merit-based
review within the Department of De-
fense. In other words, this is an added
package for the National Guard and
Reserve. These items have not gone
through the procurement process or
any review by the Department of De-
fense, but we are picking the items in
this report in great detail. I think that
is a mistake.

In this conference report, nothing is
provided for the generic ‘‘miscellane-
ous’’ account. As a result, the con-
ference treatment of Guard and Re-
serve procurement is, I believe, worse
than either of the two original bills.

I note again that this earmarking of
every dime in the Guard and Reserve
procurement fund departs from the pol-
icy followed in recent authorizations
and appropriations acts. In fact, the
fiscal year 1996 Defense Appropriation
Act provides $777 million for Guard and
Reserve procurement, with $377 mil-
lion—about half of it—provided for
miscellaneous procurement. In this
area, the appropriation bill has a far
better ‘‘good Government’’ approach
than does the authorization conference
report before us today. I say this as one
who has been on the Senate floor many
times criticizing the appropriations
bill. In fairness, I have to point out
that we are doing now what we have
accused others of doing in the past.

Although I and a number of other
Senators voted for Senator LEVIN’s
amendment to the Senate bill that
would have restored the generic nature
of the funding, this amendment failed.
I accept the fact that the Senate de-
cided to use a different approach, but I
note that even under the Senate-passed
bill, $65 million was allocated for mis-
cellaneous procurement. Because there
is not a single dollar left in a mis-
cellaneous category in this bill, the De-
partment will have absolutely no flexi-
bility to determine the priorities for
purchasing additional equipment for
the Guard and Reserve—even though
the appropriators provided that flexi-
bility.

Mr. President, in closing my re-
marks, there are several items of par-
ticular concern to the Clinton adminis-
tration that I think Members would at
least like to know about.

The conference report contains per-
manent restrictions on access of serv-
icewomen and dependents overseas to
privately-funded abortions and restric-
tions on service by HIV-positive service
members, both of which are objection-
able to the administration. The admin-
istration has written letters on these
points.

The administration also objects to
use of the power of the purse to limit
the authority of the President, as Com-
mander-in-Chief, to place U.S. forces
under U.N. command and control. In
addition, the administration objects to
the portion of the contingency funding
provision that would require the Presi-

dent to submit a supplemental appro-
priations request to replenish funds
used for contingency operations.

Mr. President, I regret that I cannot
support this conference report. I know
it means a great deal to Senator THUR-
MOND and the other members of the
committee and I understand their feel-
ing. I know firsthand the feeling. There
are many provisions in the bill which
should be enacted into law. But there
are many, many more which should
not. If this legislation is vetoed by the
President as has been recommended by
his senior advisers, we will have an op-
portunity to correct the many flaws in
the bill and produce an authorization
bill that can be signed into law. I be-
lieve it is important for us to do so. I
pledge to continue to work toward pas-
sage of a subsequent bill if the legisla-
tion in this conference report is not en-
acted into law.

Mr. President, could I be informed
how much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BYRD. I have 15 minutes which
will be more than I need and I am
happy to yield some to the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from
West Virginia but I will wait.

Mr. BYRD. How much time do I have,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 141⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I yield
myself such time as I shall require for
the time under my control. It will not
be 141⁄2 minutes.

Mr. President, this Fiscal Year 1996
Defense Authorization Conference Re-
port contains many needed and worth-
while provisions. A pay raise and raise
in the Basic Allowance for Quarters for
our active duty military personnel, and
new authorities for more competitive
and efficient housing renewal programs
to improve the often poor quality of
living for military personnel and their
families, are among the highlights of
this bill.

Like the able Senator from Georgia
[Mr. NUNN], I believe that this bill is
going to be vetoed. As a matter of fact,
it is a virtual certainty. I am con-
cerned that the pay raise and the key
time-sensitive authorities for raises
and other benefits contained in the bill
that must be passed by January 1, 1996,
be passed on another vehicle this week
such as a continuing resolution. We
cannot very well be endorsing the de-
ployment of troops to Bosnia and then
follow-up by denying them their pay
raise.

I am also glad that the contingency
force of SR–71 reconnaissance aircraft
is authorized for another year, and is
fully appropriated in a bill that the
President has already signed. I hope
that our military commanders in
Bosnia will put the SR–71 to work thus
providing intelligence to our forces
there as soon as possible. But on bal-
ance, I believe, this bill contains more
problematical and wasteful provisions
than it should.
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Most importantly, this bill is almost

$7 billion over the President’s request.
In addition, this bill authorizes almost
$500 million for additional spending on
the B–2 bomber program. The Senate
had stripped out funding for additional
spending on B–2 bombers from its ver-
sion of the Defense authorization bill,
but like Dracula, the B–2 bomber shows
an uncanny ability to rise night after
night from the coffin. This $500 million
was not requested by the Department
of Defense. If the B–2 production line is
to be reopened, as some appear deter-
mined to make happen, then many
more billions will be needed in future
budgets. These funds will have to be
carved out of other procurement pro-
grams, programs that carry a much
higher priority with the officials in the
Department of Defense.

This conference report also contains
incremental funding for a number of
expensive ships that were not re-
quested by the Department of Defense
in this bill, and were not scheduled to
be constructed until years in the fu-
ture. So, we will put down payments on
ships we do not yet need, and worry
about how to complete the payments
for the rest of the ship later. The atti-
tude here seems to be taken directly
from Scarlett O’Hara: ‘‘I’ll worry about
that tomorrow.’’ Furthermore, the
shipbuilding provisions in this bill di-
rect work to specific shipyards without
a clear industrial base requirement,
which undermines the cost-saving po-
tential of competition.

The ballistic missile defense provi-
sions in the conference report also go
well beyond the Senate-passed com-
promise on this issue. That com-
promise, which was still farther-reach-
ing that I and other Senators would
have preferred, would have moderated
the rush to build and field untested
ballistic missile defenses on an acceler-
ated schedule that could undermine on-
going efforts to further reduce Russian
nuclear weapons reduction efforts. The
conference report language again
raises concerns that far more cost-ef-
fective defensive measures, which re-
duce the threat by reducing numbers of
weapons, have been undermined, there-
by increasing the threat by possibly ig-
niting a new arms race. There is no
current need that warrants accelerated
spending on ballistic missile programs.

This bill also provides $30 million to
restart the anti-satellite [ASAT] pro-
gram, a program that had been termi-
nated even during the cold war. Mr.
President, we should not be renewing
efforts to restart an arms race in space.
The United States, which is so depend-
ent on satellite-transmitted commu-
nications for civilian and military op-
erations, should be an arms control
leader in the space arena.

Mr. President, because of these and
other policy issues contained in the
conference report, I cannot support it.
I understand that the Secretary of De-
fense has recommended that the Presi-
dent consider vetoing it, and I concur
in that recommendation, although I re-

gret the delay in implementing the
many good provisions contained in this
bill. I look forward to working with my
colleagues on the Armed Services Com-
mittee on next year’s bill. I hope we
can craft a bill next year that enjoys
broad support, and that does not con-
tinue on a path to greater defense
build-ups during a time when all other
spending continues to decline.

Like Senator NUNN, I believe this bill
is going to be vetoed. It is a virtual
certainty. I am concerned that the pay
raise and key time sensitive authori-
ties for raises and other benefits con-
tained in this bill, which must be
passed by January 1, 1996, be passed on
another vehicle this week, such as a
continuing resolution. We cannot very
well be endorsing the deployment of
troops to Bosnia and follow up by deny-
ing them their pay raise.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as

we consider the conference report to
accompany the fiscal year 1996 national
defense authorization bill, it is impera-
tive to put aside recent partisan criti-
cism of the bill and remember that this
legislation contains a significant num-
ber of provisions that will benefit our
men and women in uniform, many of
whom are being sent to Bosnia by our
President. In view of the dangers our
forces will meet in Bosnia and the
hardships their families will endure
during the holiday season, it is incred-
ible to believe that many would put
politics above the interest of the Na-
tion.

I point out just a few of the provi-
sions beneficial to the Members of our
Armed Forces and their families. This
is not all of them, this is just a few I
am going to mention.

The full military pay raise, if you
kill this bill, they will not get the pay
raise; increase in quarters allowance,
that is badly needed; authority to pay
a family separation allowance to geo-
graphically separated families. This is
important; authority to pay enlisted
airmen hazardous duty incentive pay;
authority to pay dislocation allowance
to those forced to move as a result of
base closure; increase specialty pay for
recruiters; automatic maximum cov-
erage under the Servicemen’s Group
Life Insurance; cost of living COLA eq-
uity for military retirees;

Reserve components initiatives: Au-
thorized a reserve component dental
insurance program; and established an
income insurance program for reserv-
ists who are involuntarily mobilized.

Mr. President, all of these are good
things. These are things the service-
men want. These are things the sol-
diers want. You kill this bill, you will
destroy all this. During the Senate-
House conference that considered the
fiscal year 1996 defense authorization
bill, we conducted bipartisan negotia-
tions with members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, the House
of Representatives Committee on Na-
tional Security, and included rep-
resentatives of the Department of De-

fense and White House staff in an effort
to craft a bill that would be acceptable
to all.

We conferred with all these people.
We did the very best we could to get a
bill that would be acceptable to every-
body concerned here.

Mr. President, I hope that we can
pass this conference report in the same
bipartisan manner. I urge Members to
come to the floor, debate the issues,
and then give this conference report
the strong support it deserves.

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES

Mr. President, while I am on the
floor, I observe that my good friend,
Senator NUNN referred to the naval pe-
troleum reserves and indicated the
Government would not be protected
properly under this bill. That is incor-
rect.

I want to say this.
The conference agreement on the sale

of Naval Petroleum Reserves contains
a number of safeguards to ensure that
the Federal Government receives full
value. Among these safeguards are the
following two clauses which clearly
spell out the conferees’ intent that the
reserves can be sold only if this will re-
sult in the highest return to the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

The first is the mandated minimum
acceptable price. This price will be es-
tablished by five independent experts
who shall consider: all equipment and
facilities to be included in the sale, the
estimated quantity of petroleum and
natural gas in the reserve, and the net
present value of the anticipated reve-
nue stream that the Treasury would re-
ceive from the reserve if the reserve
were not sold. The Secretary may not
set the minimum acceptable price
below the higher of the average of the
five assessments; and the average of
three assessments after excluding the
high and low assessments.

This requirement ensures that the
minimum acceptable price has to be at
least as high as what the Government
would receive for these reserves if any
other course of action is taken includ-
ing the establishment of a Government
corporation, the leasing of the re-
serves, or the continuation of the cur-
rent operation of the field.

The second key clause is the author-
ity to suspend the sale. This clause
gives the Secretary the authority to
suspend the sale of NPR–1 if the Sec-
retary and the Director of OMB jointly
determine that the sale is proceeding
in a manner inconsistent with achieve-
ment of a sale price that reflects the
full value of the reserve; or a course of
action other than the immediate sale
of the reserve to be in the best inter-
ests of the United States.

Mr. President, these two clauses es-
sentially mean that NPR–1 cannot be
sold unless the Government gets a
price for the field that exceeds the
value that would be achieved by any
other option, and that the entire sale
proceed in a manner that is in the best
interests of the United States.
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The sale will provide an estimated

$1.5 to $2.5 billion to the Federal Treas-
ury. This does not include the several
hundred million dollars that the Gov-
ernment will receive in increased tax
revenues. What is more, the Govern-
ment will save about $1 billion in oper-
ating costs over the next 7 years.

Mr. President, the sale of these re-
serves was initiated—and I want to re-
mind my friends on the Democratic
side of this—by the administration,
and, in fact, the administration has
come out in support of this provision.
We have worked in a very bipartisan
manner to draft this provision so as to
incorporate the maximum safeguards
possible. I hope that we can continue
this bipartisanship and vote to approve
the conference agreement which in-
cludes this provision.

So, our Government is thoroughly
protected under this bill in the matter
of the petroleum reserves.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 minutes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I require.

I rise today to offer some remarks
concerning the Department of Defense
conference report now being considered
by the Senate.

I join Senator NUNN in his comments
earlier today on the Senate floor here,
in complimenting our committee
chairman, Senator THURMOND, the
staffs, and those who have worked a
long time on this bill.

I do not like to see charges of par-
tisanship leaking into this year’s de-
bate because I have been a Member of
the Senate for some 21 years, a member
of the Armed Services Committee since
1985, and I have not always agreed with
every line-item spending decision or
every word of legislation included in
past defense authorization and appro-
priations bills during my tenure here.
Mr. President, I have supported those
measures without regard to who con-
trolled the Senate or who controlled
the White House. I can say that with-
out any qualms of conscience whatso-
ever. What I have worked for here is
what is best for the United States of
America and what is best for the secu-
rity of the United States of America
and our interests all around the world.

I understood in the past that I would
not agree with every item, but overall
these bills have included, on balance,
more positive aspects, so I could go
ahead and vote for them.

Much has been made of the fact that
this bill does have some very, very
good things in it with regard to pay,
with regard to housing, with regard to
aviation retention pay and some things
like that. I support those items fully. I
think we can still get those passed,
even if this bill were not approved on
the floor. I am already a cosponsor of
an amendment to the continuing reso-
lution that is being proposed to provide

for those things, whether they are in
this bill or not. So that will take care
of some of those concerns.

But, having said that, it is with much
regret—it really is with regret—I find I
must oppose this year’s authorization
conference report. I never before in all
the time I have been in the Senate
have opposed authorization and appro-
priations bills for defense and I very
much regret that I had to this year. I
voted against the Senate version of
this bill and gave my reasons here on
the floor and had hoped the bill could
be improved in conference. Unfortu-
nately, I do not believe that is the
case. I believe the bill is not as good as
the Senate bill that we sent to con-
ference. So, for the first time in over 2
decades, I will vote against a defense
authorization conference report. Let
me just enumerate some of the reasons
why.

One of the top items in my esti-
mation is that the carefully-crafted
ABM language in the Senate bill,
which we worked on very hard, and was
only marginally supportable for many
of us in the first place, has been made
unacceptable. That is a very, very im-
portant item. This involves our balance
of missiles around the world, and the
conference report at the very least
gives the appearance that the United
States intends to unilaterally violate
the ABM Treaty.

On August 2, 1995, I discussed at some
length my concerns over the version of
the fiscal 1996 defense bill that was
voted out of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. In that statement I described
several problems with the bill’s lan-
guage on ballistic missile defense. Be-
cause the bill before the Senate today,
I very much regret to say, does nothing
to alleviate my concerns on this cru-
cial issue—and I do term this a crucial
issue—I must rise to speak, once again,
against this ill-advised language.

March 5 of this year marked the 25th
anniversary of the entry into force of
the Treaty on Nonproliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons, better known as the
NPT. Thanks to some good diplomatic
work by the Clinton administration, a
task made all the easier by the good
basic sense of the diplomatic objective,
the United States succeeded in achiev-
ing its longstanding goal of securing
unconditionally the unlimited exten-
sion of this treaty. No more of the 5-
year things, where the NPT review had
to meet every 5 years and decide
whether we are going to go ahead with
something like a nonproliferation trea-
ty. This year the United States took
the lead in pushing for, and was suc-
cessful in getting unconditionally, the
unlimited extension of this treaty.
That was a major step.

So, the primary purpose of that trea-
ty is to curb the global spread of nu-
clear weapons. Article VI of the treaty
commits the United States and other
parties to make good-faith efforts re-
lating to what the treaty calls the
‘‘cessation of the nuclear arms race,’’
something I have fought for ever since

I have been in the Senate, some 21
years. It started clear back in 1978,
with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act
that I was the author of.

Fortunately, here, too, the adminis-
tration deserves some credit for its ef-
forts on behalf of the START II treaty
which the Senate should vote to ratify
very soon. The START II treaty will
substantially reduce the nuclear stock-
piles of the United States and Russia,
and will eliminate altogether not just
the last of Russia’s heavy nuclear
ICBM’s, the SS–18, but will also elimi-
nate the most destabilizing weapons,
land-based ICBM’s with MIRV’s, the
multiple independently targeted nu-
clear warheads. These are known as
MIRV’s.

In achieving these goals, America
will take a long step in fulfilling its
key arms control obligation under the
NPT. Yet, START II does not deserve
to be ratified just because it is consist-
ent with America’s clear international
obligations under the NPT.

The real reason all Americans should
support the START II treaty is the
most basic one. It serves the national
security interests of our country. It
serves our interests.

Amid all of this progress on the NPT
and START II fronts the new majori-
ties of the Senate Armed Services
Committee and the House National Se-
curity Committee have inserted lan-
guage into the current defense bill that
will put America on a path, as I view
it, out of the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty. This treaty prevents both the
United States and Russia from deploy-
ing a national missile defense against
strategic nuclear attack, and in doing
so the treaty has helped to lay the
foundation for these deep cuts in the
nuclear stockpiles. Furthermore, the
treaty itself is holding down the enor-
mous costs of maintaining the U.S. nu-
clear deterrent. The lack of a Russian
defense against strategic United States
nuclear missiles means that we can ac-
complish much more with less. If Rus-
sia is permitted to deploy a defense
against such missiles, as it would if the
ABM Treaty should collapse, we will
end up having to spend a whole lot
more for a whole lot less security.

I have no doubt that Russia’s politi-
cal, military, and parliamentary lead-
ership will view the language in this
bill as an assault on the ABM Treaty.
It is an action which would only create
new incentives for Russia to reassess,
or even abandon, its arms reduction ob-
ligations under START II. How the
Congress could be seriously considering
pulling America out of the ABM Treaty
given the likely reaction such a step
would trigger in Russia is a mystery to
me. It is a recipe for rekindling a stra-
tegic nuclear arms race. Surely, the
gains to U.S. security by retaining a
strong U.S. commitment to the ABM
Treaty override any gain from the
costly and dubious missile defense
scheme offered in this bill.
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Specifically, the bill requires deploy-

ment of a national missile defense sys-
tem by a fixed date. I repeat that. It re-
quires the deployment of a national
missile defense system by a fixed date.
Let me tell you how ludicrous that is
just on the surface. The system has not
been invented yet. Yet, we require that
these scientific breakthroughs that
would let us even put up a missile de-
fense system that would be halfway ca-
pable have not even been invented yet,
and, yet, we are requiring a date cer-
tain for it to be deployed.

It requires the deployment of ABM
systems that are not permissible under
the current treaty. It includes a unilat-
eral definition of ABM systems that
can be developed in a treaty. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General John Shalikashvili has warned
that such a statutory definition could
jeopardize the prospects for early rati-
fication of the START II treaty in Rus-
sia and negatively impact our broader
security relationships with Russia.

The missile defense language in this
bill will lead not only to massive ex-
penditures on missile defense systems
that will never prove to be 100 percent
effective but will eventually lead to
even more massive expenditures—not
just of public funds, but also of diplo-
matic capital, I might add—on offen-
sive nuclear weapon capabilities. We
will need to deal with a Russian strate-
gic missile defense system. Whether
one looks at the budgetary, or the stra-
tegic implications of this language, the
results of such an examination I just
think can only be termed ‘‘foolish-
ness.’’

I would like to work with the new
majority on the Armed Services Com-
mittee to address missile threats in a
way that does not destroy the ABM
Treaty. But I see little indication on
this bill, or elsewhere, that the major-
ity is interested in investing in preven-
tion of missile proliferation. Instead,
they want to pour out pounds or mega-
tons of fallacious cures. What the ma-
jority should be proposing are new
measures to prevent missile prolifera-
tion from occurring in the first place
as opposed to shelling out tax dollars
on sophisticated hardware and software
to deal with—or, more accurately, pre-
tend to deal with—the problem after
the fact. As I see it, this is a solution
out looking for a problem because we
do not have all the threats from abroad
that we used to have. I will go into
that in just a few moments.

Congress’s new majority is proposing
nothing, for example, to ensure that
U.S. missile proliferation sanctions are
strengthened and implemented in a
manner that serves as an effective de-
terrent to proliferation. I see nothing
to indicate a new effort to strengthen
export controls—for example, some-
thing I have long advocated and put in
legislation and had passed—or to en-
courage measures to strengthen the
MTCR, the Missile Technology Control
Regime.

Meanwhile, in this—what I view as a
meat-ax approach to budget reduc-

tion—the State Department funds are
being chopped back so that even fewer
resources will be available for the pur-
suit of diplomatic measures aimed at
halting nuclear and missile prolifera-
tion. Many in this new majority con-
tinue to seek the elimination of ACDA,
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, which has worked hard over
the years to strengthen U.S. policies in
just these areas.

In their zeal to inveigle our country
out of the ABM Treaty, the new major-
ity continues to tout an alleged missile
threat from what they call rogue na-
tions out there lurking somewhere in
anticipation of launching ICBM’s
against targets in the United States.
This whole rogue nation argument is
simply an old-fashioned red herring. It
a distraction from actions that are
really needed to strengthen our na-
tional defense. Indeed, rogue nations
may pose less of a threat to us than
rogue defense bills like some of the
provisions in this one that we have
here today.

I have noted several times the testi-
mony before the Select Committee on
Intelligence, of which I am a member,
of the former director of the Defense
Intelligence Agency, Lieutenant Gen-
eral James Clapper, on this missile
threat. He stated last January that
‘‘We see no interest in or capability of
any new country reaching the con-
tinental United States with a long-
range missile for at least the next dec-
ade.’’

In correspondence dated December 1,
1995, the CIA informed Senators LEVIN
and BUMPERS that the missile threat as
identified in this bill was overstated.
Though I fully agree with the CIA as-
sessment, the agency could well have
gone further by noting that, contrary
to a popular belief, missiles are not
proliferating in the world today. In-
deed, in some important respects there
has been a decline in certain types of
missile proliferation threats. Over the
years, we have seen the elimination of
long-range missile programs in Brazil,
Argentina, and South Africa. The Iraqi
missile program has been destroyed.
Egypt’s efforts to build a long-range
missile program has been terminated,
and nobody seriously believes that
Libya will have an ICBM capability
any time soon. In the INF Treaty, the
United States and Russia agreed to
eliminate a whole class of missiles, and
the START treaties have cut back sub-
stantially the numbers of nuclear
ICBMs. When looking at missile pro-
grams that remain in the Middle East,
South Asia, and East Asia, it is obvious
that there is a global missile prolifera-
tion threat that must be addressed. In-
deed, we could soon be witnessing ro-
bust missile races in at least two of
these theaters, if they are not under-
way already.

But do these developments justify a
U.S. walkout from the ABM Treaty? Of
course, not. On the contrary, we should
ask the following: Do these develop-
ments justify an increased U.S. effort

to enhance its intelligence capabilities,
both analysis and collection; to
strengthen export controls, both li-
censing and enforcement; to implement
sanctions, both to punish and to deter;
to ensure that our diplomats have the
resources they need to roll back these
programs; and, to ensure the readiness
of U.S. forces that are deployed abroad
to defend themselves against tactical
missile attacks? Yes to every one of
the above, especially the last.

I want to see our defenses for our
frontline troops, and those who may be
in a combat’s way, protected against
the tactical missile attacks.

But, nevertheless, I remain an opti-
mist. I am hopeful that the new major-
ity will someday come around to the
view that Star Wars is not the panacea
to proliferation. Indeed, a Star Wars we
have yet to invent cannot be placed in
place by a certain time because we
have not invented all of it yet. We
know from our star wars experience be-
fore that it is a bigger problem than
anybody thought it was going to be
back in those days.

When they do, I will be ready to work
with them to get our nonproliferation
and arms control policies back on
track. Judging from the content of this
bill before us today, that day has clear-
ly not arrived. So I remain firmly and
unalterably opposed to this misguided
missile defense legislation. I urge all
my colleagues to join me in pressing
this opposition for as long as it takes
to restore some sanity to this program.

Mr. President, I note for my col-
leagues that in my view this language
is reason enough alone to oppose pas-
sage of the conference report. There
are other reasons as well. This bill had
$7 billion added above and beyond what
the administration requested—one of
the main reasons why I voted against
it going in, before it went to con-
ference.

If that money had gone to operation
and maintenance accounts where it is
needed, if it had gone to pay all of our
bills from peacekeeping operations al-
ready passed, which is somewhere
around $2 billion, if it had gone for pro-
grams like that and things that we
really need, depot maintenance, things
like that where we are behind and did
not have adequate budget provided,
then I would not have objected. I would
have said fine, we needed that and the
administration should have requested
it to begin with. But that is not where
the added $7 billion additional went.

One-half a billion dollars is
unrequested and unwelcome B–2 fund-
ing that can be used to start new pro-
duction and was brought back from
conference, and another one-half a bil-
lion dollars was added to the national
missile defense account. These two
funding decisions are merely
downpayments on huge programs in
the outyears. And they make a mock-
ery of the desire to balance the budget
and eliminate deficit spending. We
have part of the Government shut
down here arguing over the budget,
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whether we are going to be able to get
a balanced budget. Then we have add-
ons like this for things that were not
needed at all, and they are
downpayments on huge programs in
the outyears.

If these programs alone go forward,
the funding contained in this con-
ference report represents a commit-
ment to many, many more billions out
there in the future. I think just the na-
tional missile defense program in the
outyears requires outlays by one esti-
mate of at least $43 billion, if we carry
it out as it has been spoken of. I cannot
support wasting precious taxpayer dol-
lars on the B–2, for instance, that is
well over half a billion a copy. That is
taking out even all of the sunk costs of
the past. And we know that every time
we have made an estimate in the past
on the B–2 it has gone up. One of the
estimates was above half a billion per
copy. It is around $650 to $700 million
right now, if you figure all the costs
that have to go into hangars and things
like that for each airplane that is pro-
duced.

The plane is an aerodynamic wonder.
It truly is. I had the pleasure of going
out and flying it not long ago. It is one
that has cleared the hurdles that we in
the Armed Services Committee put in
to make sure that this unique airplane
would indeed pass all of its aero-
dynamic tests. It does not have a rud-
der up there. You never see a vertical
surface on that airplane. It meets all
the different aerodynamic require-
ments in how you control it, and it is
an aerodynamic marvel, I can guaran-
tee you that. It flies beautifully. But
when you put between half a billion
and $1 billion per plane, it just is too
much.

Once again, I would say what we have
provided here is something that is not
required, not necessary, and is another
solution looking for a problem. We
have bombers that the Air Force has
said are adequate when we combine
what we have with the B–2’s already
produced or provided for and the B–1’s.
Those give us enough bomber capabil-
ity to meet any threat we see right
now.

Overall, the funding level in this con-
ference report is too high and the bulk
of the funds will be spent in the pro-
curement accounts, not on items re-
quested by the Pentagon, not on re-
quirements of the President’s request
that he sent to us but on items built in
members’ home districts.

Now, the conference report author-
izes the purchase of items not re-
quested such as purchase of F–15’s.
Well, who does that benefit? The pur-
chase of F–16’s. Who does that benefit?
The purchase of extra F/A–18’s. Who
does that benefit? The purchase of
extra C–130’s. The purchase of extra C–
21’s, Lear jets, not requested by the
Pentagon. These were add-ons. At a
cost of an additional $1.6 billion, the
conference report also authorizes the
procurement of the LPD–17, the LHD–7
and an additional DDG–51, all three not

requested by the Pentagon, not re-
quested by the administration, yet
they are add-ons. Who benefits? Whose
district? Whose States benefit? How did
those get into this conference report
when the administration did not want
them, at least not in this year’s budget
plan of how we are going to spend our
increasingly scarce defense dollars?

Mr. President, I have supported add-
ons where they make sense in the past,
and I would have supported some of the
add-ons in the conference report, but
the magnitude of the add-ons, the mag-
nitude of all of these—just one of them
is not enough to sink this bill, but you
put them altogether, the add-ons and
the solely parochial rationale support-
ing some of them, it is impossible to
support this conference report.

The conference report does not stop
at spending too much on programs that
we either do not need now or do not
need at all. This bill marks the return
of widespread earmarking in the au-
thorization process. That is where you
have a requirement for a certain air-
craft or a certain item being purchased
but it also specifically words things in
a way that it has to be spent exactly
where they want it spent in a certain
person’s district or a certain person’s
State.

The unpalatable earmarking of close
to $800 million that was included in the
Senate for reserve component equip-
ment has been expanded and now the
bill contains additional earmarking in
the shipbuilding and ship repair ac-
counts.

Earmarking, Mr. President, is a prac-
tice that the Armed Services Commit-
tee has in the past worked tirelessly to
weed out of its bills. And through the
years I think we have been reasonably
successful in getting some of that ear-
marking wiped out. In the end, those
efforts even impacted the appropria-
tions bills which a few years back
stopped earmarking the reserve compo-
nent equipment accounts. And iron-
ically, the appropriators for the most
part chose not to earmark their bill
this year, and it is the authorizers now
that have loaded up our bill with so
much pork that I referred to it one day
on the Senate floor as an ‘‘agriculture
bill’’ because it has so much pork in it.

Mr. President, another remarkable
provision in the conference report re-
quires the sale of the Naval Petroleum
Reserve. When this issue came up dur-
ing consideration of the Senate bill,
many of us disagreed with requiring
the sale of this money-making asset,
but we were bound to sell the reserve
by reconciliation. In light of that rec-
onciliation mandate, the committee
worked to put safeguards in place in
the authorization bill to make sure the
American taxpayer got the best pos-
sible return on the sale of this asset.
What is remarkable about the con-
ference report with regard to the petro-
leum reserve also, it was dropped out of
reconciliation. We would no longer be
forced to sell the reserve but for the
fact the authorization conference re-

port now requires it to be sold. So it is
dropped out of one report, the rec-
onciliation bill, but kept in this au-
thorization conference report and re-
quiring that it be sold within 1 year.
That is what made this thing really un-
acceptable: It required that it be sold
within 1 year.

The conference report undermines its
own so-called safeguard by creating a
buyer’s market for the reserve, not an
environment conducive to obtaining
the best deal for the seller, the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

At the same time, the conference re-
port adds earmarked funding for pro-
grams of which there is a questionable
requirement, the conference report
takes a $450 million cut in the account
that funds cleanup of our nuclear weap-
ons complex, a requirement which I
view as a moral as well as a legal obli-
gation. That is one that I feel very
strongly about. The cleanup is required
because we started back about 1985
with a report that I got into, or asked
the GAO to do on the Fernald part of
the nuclear weapons complex, and at
Fernald we found out there were lots of
problems. I asked for studies of other
places around the nuclear weapons
complex and now have a stack of GAO
reports probably 31⁄2, 4 feet high
through the last 10 years that have
outlined this problem, going from a nu-
clear cleanup cost estimate back in
those days of $8 to $12 billion for every-
thing to now up to around $200 to $300
billion over a 20-year period, if we can
figure out how to do it. Yet, we reduce
funding for it in this year’s bill.

On what we might term social issues,
this conference report, I believe, should
be opposed. It prohibits service mem-
bers and dependents from obtaining
abortions paid for with private funds
and just using military medical facili-
ties, except in the cases of rape, incest,
or where the life of the mother is in
danger.

If you are a female member of the
armed services or a wife stationed
somewhere overseas, you may not have
the option of going to outside facilities
as good as you would have if you were
home in the United States. In the past,
we have permitted cases of abortion
where it was paid for with private
funds but using the military medical
facility. That is prohibited now with
this legislation.

The conference report also discrimi-
nates against HIV-infected service
members by requiring their discharge.

These are just some of the issues that
have been attributed to my decision to
vote against this conference report.

I would like to comment for a mo-
ment on the process that led up to the
conference report.

Mr. President, this conference lasted
for something close to 95 days. Con-
ferees met at the panel level for 2
weeks—the panel level now, the sub-
committee level—before being dis-
solved with outstanding issues still to
be considered at the full conference
level.
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From the time the panels were dis-

solved, nearly 3 months ago, until the
committee members were informed
last week that agreement on all issues
had been achieved, the conferees met
one time—just one time—and that was
not for the usual purpose of conferees
meeting. The purpose of that one meet-
ing was to give the outside conferees
the opportunity to express their views.
The other committees that were in-
volved in some way that were per-
mitted the courtesy of coming in and
giving their testimony to the con-
ferees, and that was the purpose of the
one meeting.

So when the panels dissolved, many,
many issues remained unresolved, and
the Senate conferees were never con-
vened to discuss strategy for retaining
important Senate positions, like the
ABM language or funding for the B–2,
positions that were strongly supported
by the Senate as a whole.

In the case of the ABM language, we
had an overwhelming vote on the floor
of the Senate, and the Senate position
on B–2 funding was the result of a roll-
call vote taken in committee. Dialog
at the conferee level may have changed
the outcome on some of the items that
were given up to the House.

Before concluding my remarks, Mr.
President, for the record, although I do
not support and will not vote for the
conference report, I certainly do sup-
port the acquisition reform provisions
contained in this legislation and hope
we can attach those to some other
piece of legislation if this bill should
fail.

Should this legislation be enacted, at
least acquisition reform provisions can
help make a better and more effective
Government. Should the conference re-
port fail to be enacted, I hope we can
find a way to enact these procurement
reforms by some other vehicle.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
few minutes to speak about some of the
better points of the conference report
for the fiscal year 1996 DOD authoriza-
tion, specifically, divisions D and E on
acquisition reform and information
technology management, respectively.

As you know, Mr. President, last
year, the Congress passed the Federal
Acquisition Streamlining Act, known
as FASA, the first major piece of pro-
curement reform legislation in a dec-
ade. Passage of FASA constituted a
critical victory in the war against gov-
ernment inefficiency. It is a com-
prehensive government-wide procure-
ment reform effort aimed at streamlin-
ing the acquisition process by reducing
paperwork burdens through revision
and consolidation of acquisition stat-
utes to eliminate redundancy, provide
consistency, and facilitate implemen-
tation.

Now, I do not think anyone expected
a second comprehensive round of re-
forms to follow so closely after FASA,
especially while we were awaiting the
new regulations, but with the dawn of
the 104th Congress, we saw a prolifera-
tion of new and revitalized procure-

ment proposals. I even introduced a bill
myself on behalf of the administration,
S. 669, the Federal Acquisition Im-
provement Act. Although I did not sup-
port every item in that bill, I am
pleased to say that some of the better
concepts have been included in this
year’s acquisition reform package.

Before I talk about the substance of
the bill, I want to say a word about the
process that has been used to reach
this end product. As with many bills, a
vehicle is often sought for expedient
passage. This year, the vehicle for gov-
ernment-wide acquisition reform is the
DOD authorization bill. I want to be
very clear when I say that I do not ex-
pect this to set a precedent for future
acquisition reform discussions. Though
most of these changes will also apply
to the Defense Department, it was not
my preference to enact government-
wide changes on a DOD bill. Expedi-
ency in legislating does not always
produce the best results.

However, once the decision was made
to go this route, we have worked hard
to make the best of a less than favor-
able situation. A staff-level working
group in the Senate spent several
months scrutinizing each and every
proposal to identify the most useful
and most needed provisions. Even
though the Senate had only two sub-
committee hearings, we have done the
best we could to consider opinions from
interested parties however possible—by
phone call, mail or meeting. And even
without the formal medium of a hear-
ing, we tried to consider as many view-
points as possible, and I sincerely hope
that no one feels excluded from this
process.

With that said, I am pleased to sup-
port, with one exception, the end prod-
uct of what I consider an effort to build
upon the acquisition reforms we initi-
ated last year in FASA. The one excep-
tion is the proposed changes this bill
makes to the recoupment laws which I
do not consider to be part of acquisi-
tion reform. I cannot support this
change.

I would like to take a moment to
highlight a few of the more significant
changes being made to procurement
law and explain my position on
recoupment.

In the area of competition, the Sen-
ate steadfastly refused to alter the cur-
rent definition of full and open com-
petition, found in the Competition in
Contracting Act of 1984 [CICA], despite
a House proposal to the contrary. but
to ease the burden on contractors, both
large and small, who expend large
amounts of money to compete for con-
tracts which may never be awarded to
them, we have instead authorized the
use of two phase competitive proce-
dures for certain construction con-
tracts and allowed contracting officers
to limit the competitive range of
offerors to those who are judged to be
best qualified.

In the area of commercial items
where a lot of work was begun last
year with FASA, we have created a 3-

year authorization for the use of
streamlined procedures for the pur-
chase of unmodified commercial items
under $5 million. This should reduce
the burden on contractors and shorten
the deadlines and time it takes the
government to acquire commercial
items since less time is needed to pre-
pare an offer. We also authorized the
waiver of most statutory requirements
for government contractors when we
purchase off-the-shelf commercial
items, because it is impractical and in-
appropriate to routinely apply govern-
ment-unique requirements to ordinary
commercial items that may be pro-
vided from a commercial assembly line
or over the counter. We also define off-
the-shelf commercial items and refine
the definition of commercial services.

Procurement integrity was an issue
which was left unresolved last year by
FASA with an agreement to take it up
this year. We have streamlined these
provisions to prohibit the improper dis-
closure of inside information, and in-
cluded a recusal provision which would
provide a statutory basis and statutory
enforcement for ethics regulations al-
ready in place, and a limited revolving
door provision, which would prohibit
certain agency officials from going to
work for a contractor for 1 year after
certain involvement with certain con-
tracts.

In the area of protests and dispute
resolution, repeal of the infamous
Brooks ADP Act consolidates adminis-
trative protests in the General Ac-
counting Office [GAO]. I am very
pleased with this solution.

I recognize that a protest is intended
to be an action brought on behalf of
and in the best interest of both the
government and the taxpayer, making
sure that both get the best deal. How-
ever, it seems to have gotten to the
point where agencies routinely build
time for protests into major procure-
ments from the start, because compa-
nies often proceed with a protest if
they lose out on a contract, regardless
of the government’s explanation for
their loss of that contract. Because
every major procurement or program
seems to generate its own flurry of pro-
tests, I strongly prefer the GAO as the
administrative forum of choice where
the process is less formal, less costly,
and less judicialized.

I also recognize that GAO does not
have the authority to issue binding de-
claratory judgements and that its deci-
sions are merely recommendatory.
There are very few instances where the
agency has not followed a GAO rec-
ommendation, however, and in those
instances, the agency must account to
Congress for its actions, preserving the
Congressional oversight role.

Among other things, we have also
severed the linkages between the suc-
cessful implementation of a Federal
Acquisition Computer Network and the
FASA-authorized simplified acquisi-
tion threshold and pilot programs; re-
duced the number of certifications re-
quired of contractors; delayed the im-
plementation of FASA’s cooperative
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purchasing program until after a GAO
study has been completed and re-
viewed; required agencies to conduct
cost-effective value engineering pro-
grams; established requirements for
the civilian acquisition workforce; au-
thorized a demonstration project for
personnel management in the DOD ac-
quisition workforce; and amended the
OFPP Act to eliminate obsolete and
unnecessary provisions.

Division E of the DOD bill, originally
Senators COHEN and LEVIN’s informa-
tion technology management reform
bill, will reform the way the Govern-
ment both buys and manages its infor-
mation technology systems. This sec-
tion of the bill will not only force agen-
cies to take a more strategic view of
their information assets and enhance
up-front planning, it will give the Gov-
ernment the tools it needs to keep up
with the rapid pace of technological
change in the information arena. It
will also add to the information re-
sources management reforms of the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act of 1995, of
which I am a co-author. Hopefully this
will lead to a substantial reduction in
the number of horror stories we hear
every year about information systems
that are late, over budget and do not
work.

Finally, as I stated earlier, there is
one provision that has been included as
acquisition reform, but which I exclude
from this category. This provision—
which I cannot support—would essen-
tially eliminate the requirement to re-
coup R&D costs paid by the U.S. on for-
eign arms sales. Even though the Sec-
retary of Defense will be given author-
ity to waive the recoupment fees only
under certain circumstances, I am just
not convinced that these changes are
necessary, narrow as they may be, even
if corresponding reporting require-
ments were added. The U.S. is already
very competitive in world arms mar-
kets; new incentives are unnecessary.
In the past, I have opposed other initia-
tives to use government institutions or
government funds to underwrite for-
eign arms sales. Given our current
dominance of the market, further en-
couragement of foreign arms sales is
neither necessary nor desirable.

Mr. President, it is easy to see that
even after FASA, we have continued to
address more difficult and complex is-
sues with this second round of acquisi-
tion reform. Although I do not support
and will not vote in favor of the DOD
conference report, I am glad that, if it
passes, at least the acquisition reform
provisions can help to make a better
and more effective government. And if
the conference report does not get en-
acted, I hope some way can be found to
enact these procurement reforms in an-
other context.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COATS). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 5
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator

is recognized for an additional 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, to sum-
marize some of the President’s budget
request, there was an additional $5.2
billion added, basically, to the follow-
ing accounts:

Army aircraft, $336 million added;
Missiles, $189 million added;
Wheeled and tracked combat vehi-

cles, $357 million added;
Other procurement, $506 million

added.
In the Navy:
Aircraft, $686 million added;
Weapons, they subtracted $127 mil-

lion on that one;
Ships, added $1.6 billion in ships that

were not requested;
Ammunition, plus $430 million;
Other procurement, $18.6 million.
In the Air Force:
Aircraft, added $1.2 billion;
Missiles, cut $709 million;
Ammunition, added $343 million;
Other procurement, minus $536 mil-

lion.
National Guard had $777 million

added, most of it earmarked.
Specifically an additional $212 mil-

lion for six more F/A–18’s;
An additional $1.4 billion for the

LHD–7;
An additional $974 million for the

LPD–17;
An authorization for 3 DDG–51’s

while only providing the money for
two;

An additional $493 million for B–2
with no limitation on how those funds
can be spent, including new production,
which could be the decision later on.
That language was fought over in the
conference, I understand.

It also had an additional $311 million
for F–15E’s;

And an additional $159 million for F–
16’s.

So, Mr. President, I support some of
the good things I think were in this
legislation, such as the military pay
raise, the additional basic allowance
for quarters and aviation retention
pay. I hope that we can put those on to
other legislation. I am the cosponsor of
legislation to do that.

For all the above reasons and more, I
regret for the first time I will not be
able to vote for a conference report on
this. I do regret it very much. I know
how hard the chairman, Senator THUR-
MOND, has worked on this and how
much he wants this. I do wish very
much that I could support this, but I
find that I just cannot, for all the rea-
sons given above.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

yield myself as much time as may be
needed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Incidentally, the
distinguished Senator from Ohio asked

for 5 additional minutes. I ask unani-
mous consent that our side have 5 addi-
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I do not plan to
object, I intended that the 5 minutes
come out of our allotted time, not 5
minutes added on to the debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the additional 5 minutes al-
located to the Senator from Ohio will
be deducted from the time on the mi-
nority side.

Mr. THURMOND. If the additional 5
minutes he received is going to come
out of that time, then I will not ask for
5 additional minutes. I just wanted to
be sure each side had the same number
of minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise to address the central objection
raised by certain Members and the ad-
ministration against this conference
report concerning ballistic missile de-
fense.

The administration has argued that
we do not need and cannot afford a na-
tional missile defense system. This is a
debatable point and everyone is enti-
tled to their own view. But the admin-
istration has also claimed that the
NMD system called for in this con-
ference report would require the United
States to unilaterally abrogate or vio-
late the ABM Treaty. This assertion is
simply false.

Over the last several months, the ma-
jority conferees engaged the adminis-
tration and the minority conferees in a
detailed negotiation to ensure that all
legitimate concerns having to do with
the ABM Treaty, the START II Treaty,
and the President’s prerogatives in the
area of arms control were addressed
and resolved. This negotiation pro-
duced the ballistic missile defense pro-
visions in this conference report.

Unfortunately, once these concerns
were addressed, the administration
moved the goal line and changed its de-
mands. At the last moment, the White
House made it clear that even if we re-
solved all concerns having to do with
the ABM Treaty they would oppose
this conference report over a simple
commitment to deploy a national mis-
sile defense system, even if that system
were fully compliant with the ABM
Treaty.

Let us be clear about the administra-
tion’s reasons for opposing this con-
ference report. The administration op-
poses any National Missile System;
they argue that there is no threat and
that we cannot afford one anyway.
Ironically, the administration is will-
ing to spend hundreds of millions of
dollars each year on a National Missile
Defense Technology Program that is
specifically designed never to lead to
deployment. What we are saying is at
that level of investment we ought to
get something real in return—an ac-
tual deployed system.
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On the subject of the threat, there is

no doubt that there is an existing and
expanding threat to the United States
from ballistic missiles. With Russian
ICBM technology virtually up for sale
and with North Korea developing a
missile capable of reaching the United
States, I do not see how one can argue
that there is no threat in sight. This is
just another excuse for doing nothing.

To provide some context, I urge Sen-
ators to look back at the Missile De-
fense Act of 1991, which was a biparti-
san effort. The 1991 act called on the
Secretary of Defense to deploy a Na-
tional Missile Defense System in 5
years, by 1996. In contrast, the con-
ference report before the Senate today
gives the Secretary of Defense 8 years
to deploy a similar system.

What has changed since passage of
the Missile Defense Act of 1991 is that
the administration no longer wants to
deal with the problem. I regret this and
I urge my colleagues to reject the arti-
ficial arguments regarding the ABM
Treaty. There are many in the Senate
who want to see us abrogate the ABM
Treaty. This conference report, how-
ever, does not do it.

Mr. President, I would like to re-
spond to a couple of remarks made by
the Senator from Ohio. The Senator
from Ohio registered his support for ad-
ministration success in securing the
unconditional extension of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. He then went on
to articulate his concerns with the bal-
listic missile defense language in the
defense authorization conference and
the potential detrimental impact on
Russian ratification of START II. He
also mentioned his concern about the
lack of concern by the new majority
with regard to export controls and
other measures that would contribute
to staunching the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction.

Let me highlight provisions in the
Defense authorization conference re-
port which I believe the Senator would
agree supports his concerns.

With regard to START II, there are
two provisions, one which expresses the
Congress’ support for ratification and
implementation of START II, and an-
other provision expressing the Con-
gress’ belief that the United States not
take any action to unilaterally retire
or dismantle systems until such time
as START II is ratified and imple-
mented by both parties. This is consist-
ent with the testimony by the Under
Secretary of Policy for the Department
of Defense, Walt Slocombe, before the
Senate Armed Services Committee dur-
ing its START II hearing this year. Let
me quote Mr. Slocombe’s response to a
concern that I raised about premature
reductions to the U.S. strategic forces,
Mr. Slocombe replied,

. . . we will not begin the reductions nec-
essary to reach the START II levels until the
Treaty has been ratified, and we will ensure
that the pace of our reductions are reason-
ably related to the pace of Russian reduc-
tions.

It seems ridiculous to me that the
administration would oppose the De-

fense authorization conference report
and cite provisions that articulate the
administration’s stated policy.

With regard to export controls, the
Defense authorization conference re-
port includes a provision that expresses
the concern of the Congress that it is
in our national security interests to
maintain effective export controls. Ad-
ditionally, the conference report ex-
presses its deep concern that the ad-
ministration has lowered restrictions
on a number of dual-use items and
technologies with defense capabilities.
The conference report would require
them to evaluate licenses for the ex-
port of militarily critical items that
should be controlled for national secu-
rity reasons; requires the Department
to review export licenses for biological
pathogens; and requires a report on ac-
tions taken by the administration to
ensure that it is maintaining an active
role in review export licenses in a num-
ber of areas, such as space launch vehi-
cles, supercomputers, biological patho-
gens, and high resolution imagery. The
conference report also makes rec-
ommendations to strengthen prolifera-
tion regimes, such as the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regimes. The con-
ference report also contains provisions
to strengthen the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-
proliferation Act of 1992.

Last, the Senator from Ohio men-
tioned his concern that the Defense au-
thorization conference report does not
contain enough funds to pay our peace-
keeping assessments to the United Na-
tions.

Mr. President, the Defense authoriza-
tion conference report is not the appro-
priate legislation to pay peacekeeping
assessments, the appropriate legisla-
tion is the foreign aid and foreign oper-
ations appropriations bills.

The Defense conference report before
the Senate contains funds to pay for
contingency operations in Iraq, which
Secretary of Defense Perry asked for,
but was not included in the Defense
budget request. It also includes $50 mil-
lion for humanitarian assistance and
$20 million for humanitarian demining
activities. Items which quite frankly
should be funded in the international
affairs budget function, but which this
committee has supported.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi is recognized.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would

like to inquire about the amount of
time that I could have on this. Is the
time under the control of the distin-
guished chairman?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.
Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the Sen-

ator as much time as he may desire.
Mr. LOTT. I think 15 minutes should

do it.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for as much time as
he desires.

Mr. LOTT. First, Mr. President, I
would like to commend and congratu-
late the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina, the chairman of the

Armed Services Committee, for his ex-
cellent work on this legislation, his
dedication, his perseverance. There
have been many times during the proc-
ess of the development of this bill—in
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
on the floor of the Senate, in con-
ference—when the hurdles looked like
they were unachievable, that we just
were not going to be able to move for-
ward to the next issue or move the
whole bill. But in each instance along
the way, the Senator from South Caro-
lina has insisted that we work to-
gether, between the members of the
Armed Services Committee, across the
aisle, between the Senate and the
House, and between the Congress and
the administration. It has not been
easy. This is a big, important bill for
the future defense of our country, and
we would not be here without the lead-
ership of our great Senator from South
Carolina. I commend him and thank
him for the opportunity of being in-
volved in the process to move this leg-
islation forward. Of course, I also want
to thank the distinguished ranking
member on the committee, the Senator
from Georgia, Senator NUNN, for his co-
operation and his being willing to point
out where there were potential prob-
lems and to try to find solutions we
could live with.

Mr. President, when the Defense Au-
thorization Committee began this con-
ference in early September, Members
from the House and Senate worked for
swift resolutions to issues of dispute
between the two bills. While most con-
ferences include issues which are dif-
ficult to negotiate, this conference
clearly was especially difficult in try-
ing to work out an agreeable con-
ference report. Once the conference dis-
cussions began, it was evident that
huge differences existed between the
House and Senate conferees and the ad-
ministration. Chairman THURMOND,
Chairman SPENCE, and countless other
Members, worked vigorously to try and
bridge the differences, and a substan-
tial compromise was required to re-
solve these issues. In fact, they were
achieved. We did reach a compromise,
and that is why we have this con-
ference agreement. That is the way all
conferences work. You always have dif-
ferences between Republicans on the
Armed Services Committee—between
Democrats and between Republicans
and Democrats, and between the Con-
gress and the administration. That is
what happened here. After a lot of hard
work, we were able to achieve this con-
ference agreement.

There were countless issues in this
process that I felt strongly about. Sev-
eral of them were resolved in a way
that I do not particularly like. But the
greater good is involved here. I think
this is a conference report I can sup-
port, should support, and I also think
the Senate should agree to. I under-
stand that there are feelings in the mi-
nority that maybe they were not con-
sulted enough as we went along. I do
know that our staffs communicated
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and that as negotiations were under-
way, our staff really worked hard to
keep the staff on the other side in-
formed. I do know that Senator THUR-
MOND worked with Chairman SPENCE,
and I know he worked with Senator
NUNN. I had repeated conferences my-
self with Senator NUNN. He was very
tolerant in talking on the car phone
late at night and early in the morning.
I talked to Senator EXON about a vari-
ety of issues in the conference, and I
know that other Senators of both par-
ties talked back and forth.

So while maybe it has not been a per-
fect process, we have learned from the
process and we do have a result that I
think we should be able to live with. I
have listened carefully to the criticism
on this final agreement. Some Mem-
bers do not believe they were fully in-
volved in the negotiations. Other Mem-
bers just do not like some of the final
results. I can remember, though, year
in and year out when Senator NUNN
and Chairman Aspin would convene the
big four to resolve differences in the
absence of the remaining members of
the committees. There has been some
complaint that there were not enough
people involved in the loop. But I do
have a memory of how, not very long
ago, the big four finally got down to
the big issues and met, and if the big
four could not resolve the final prob-
lems, the chairmen met to make the
final call—perhaps Chairman NUNN and
Chairman DELLUMS. So there is noth-
ing really different in the way we pro-
ceeded this time.

So we need to distinguish between
unhappiness over the process and dis-
agreements over what the right an-
swers are on the policy questions in-
volved. I agree that the process can al-
ways be improved. But opposition
should not be raised against this bill
because of objections to the way the
conference was conducted.

This bill will serve as a roadmap for
meeting America’s national security
needs in the future. This bill will guide
the Department of Defense in its re-
search and development, acquisition of
weapons systems, personnel policy and
force structure levels.

Friday, some Members began listing
items they regarded as unacceptable in
this bill to the point of deciding to op-
pose the conference agreement. Items
identified as being questionable or un-
acceptable include these among others:
The missile defense language; removal
of statutory requirements for Assistant
Secretaries for Special Operations and
the Director of the Office of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation; reduction
in the time required for sale of the
naval petroleum reserve by 1 year. Now
there is a reason to oppose this bill.
Big deal. You are going to vote against
the Defense authorization bill because
of a 1-year difference in when we sell
the naval petroleum reserve? I do not
find that very defensible, frankly. We
also had the directed procurement of
some ships to specific shipyards. I did
not particularly like the agreement

reached in some of these areas, but it
was a compromise. It was one where we
had strong feelings on both sides of the
aisle from the Senate that was dif-
ferent from what the House wanted.
But we kept pushing and pushing, and
we finally got agreement between Sen-
ators of both parties and House Mem-
bers of both parties. I would prefer not
to have gone with the agreement that
came up on those ships. But that is the
art of compromise. You give—some-
times a lot—and you get a little and
you come back another day and try
again.

There are those who say there are too
many certifications and reports re-
quired by this bill. Should we not be
getting certifications and reports from
the Pentagon to the Congress? I
thought the Congress in the past has
felt very strongly that we need to be
kept informed. I think we did not go
too far there.

There are some buy American re-
quirements for certain components in
this bill. We did not have it in the Sen-
ate bill. The House felt exceedingly
strongly about it. We got them to
make some changes, some modifica-
tions. I think that the requirements
that are in here are livable. Would it be
better if we did not have them? I guess,
maybe so, although I think there are a
lot of people in this country who won-
der why we should not have some re-
quirements that key components be
bought in America. After all, these are
U.S. tax dollars. Why should we not re-
quire some critical systems to be man-
ufactured in America? I think it is dan-
gerous to allow U.S. companies to go
under—requiring us to buy critical
components from sources outside this
country. I also think it involves jobs in
America. But, this is a very small re-
quirement in this particular bill.

Also, one objection I have heard is
that they do not like the language on
U.N. command and control. Now, I
want the Senate to think about that.
Are you really, really, comfortable
with an arrangement that would put
our troops under U.N. command and
control? Would you not rather have
some clear directions on how that
would happen or if it would happen? If
you want to vote down the defense au-
thorization bill because of our com-
mand and control language with regard
to the United Nations, have at it. I can
tell you the American people will not
be with you, and I do not think it is
smart from a defense standpoint.

Given so much is made of these var-
ious items, I want to review some of
them so that the Members of the Sen-
ate will understand the substance of
what is involved.

With regard to the missile defense
language, the conference report is bal-
anced. It is moderate—arguably by
some on this side of the aisle and in the
House, too moderate. But that, again,
is the nature of the conference. Nobody
gets everything they want. The con-
ferees made every effort to accommo-
date the legitimate concerns and objec-

tions made by the administration, and
even some objections that I thought
were not so legitimate. But we went
the extra mile. The conference report
resolves all concerns having to do with
the ABM Treaty, the President’s pre-
rogatives in the area of arms control
negotiations and Russian ratification
of START II.

Unfortunately, after all of this, the
White House is still threatening a veto,
and some of our colleagues are com-
plaining as if we did not address the
concerns. Let me mention a few of the
more specific things that were, in fact,
done to meet these objections that
were raised.

First and foremost, the conference
report contains a provision that is vir-
tually the same as the Senate-passed
language on TMD demarcation, which
was specifically identified by the ad-
ministration as acceptable. Now, we
had some problems in this area because
I frankly had thought we could go
ahead and go with the identical Sen-
ate-passed language on demarcation,
and along the way it kept being
changed to say, well, it is not identical
but virtually the same and that the
words mean the same. There was con-
cern on the other side about that. The
language we wound up with, the admin-
istration specifically identified it as
acceptable and not a problem. So, I as-
sume, then, there is no problem with
the TMD demarcation. The House-
passed demarcation language, on the
other hand, has been singled out as
veto bait. Thus, on the single most
controversial BMD issue in conference,
the administration got what it asked
for.

Equally important, the conference
contains language on national missile
defense that resolves concerns that we
might have about setting up antici-
patory breach of the ABM Treaty by
requiring deployment of a multiple-site
NMD system by a date certain. The
conference report does not contain the
multiple-site requirement which was
even in the Senate-passed bill. After a
lot of discussions with Senator NUNN
and his communication with the ad-
ministration, we did not want to leave
any doubt. So a major concession was
made there and, in fact, we have a cou-
ple of Senators on this side of the aisle
who are seriously considering voting
against the conference report because
of that concession.

There was a narrow little slither that
we could get through. We tried to find
that little, small, unmarked passage
that we could pass through. I think we
found it if, in fact, you want any mis-
sile defense at all. Frankly, I suspect
there are some on the other side who
do not want any missile defenses at all.
That is why even though we keep mak-
ing concessions and coming to agree-
ments, it never seems to be enough.

To ensure that there could be no mis-
understanding regarding an antici-
patory breach of the ABM Treaty, we
remove not only the specific require-
ment for a multiple-site system, but
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two other pieces of language; first, a
congressional finding that the entire
United States could not be defended
from a single site; and, second, a re-
quirement that the ground-based inter-
ceptor be deployed in significant num-
bers and at a significant number of
sites to defend the entire United
States, including Alaska and Hawaii. I
still think it is indefensible that we
say we might have one site, but you
folks who live in certain areas along
the gulf coast or in Hawaii or in Alas-
ka, gee, we may not be able to cover
you. Sorry about that. But, we will get
the other 48 or so.

In place of this language, we inserted
the exact language from the Senate
compromise that the ground-based
interceptors would be capable of being
deployed at multiple sites. These
changes were made at the request of
the senior Senator from Georgia to re-
solve his concerns regarding antici-
patory breach of the ABM Treaty.

Let me also point out this conference
report urges the President to under-
take negotiations with Russia to
amend the ABM Treaty to allow for a
multiple-site NMD system. I think it is
in our best interest to do that. It does
not just involve our relationship with
Russia, but what other countries may
be doing in this area. This provision
makes it clear that we have no inten-
tion—no intention—of unilaterally vio-
lating the ABM Treaty. The language
does state, if negotiations fail, we
should consider withdrawing from the
treaty, but this right is already pro-
vided for in article 14 of the treaty.

These provisions and others I have
not mentioned make it clear that we
intend a cooperative approach with
Russia in dealing with the ABM Trea-
ty. Nowhere in the conference report is
it suggested or required that we violate
or unilaterally walk away from the
ABM Treaty. In exchange for resolving
this ABM Treaty concern, the con-
ferees agreed to retain a requirement
to deploy an NMD system by the end of
2003—but without the multiple-site re-
quirement.

Any remaining arguments about this
‘‘anticipatory breach’’ of the ABM
Treaty or assertions that Russia may
not ratify START II due to our NMD
program are not based on fact or logic.
Russia may not approve START II, but
I think it may be because of the Com-
munists and the nationalists that were
just elected to their parliamentary
body, not because of this missile de-
fense language. I remind the Senate
that the only operational ABM system
in the world is, in fact, deployed
around Moscow. It would be foolish to
allow the Russians to blackmail us
without regard to actions permitted by
the ABM Treaty, as they have at-
tempted to do on a variety of issues,
including expansion of NATO and Unit-
ed States policy in Bosnia.

Let us be clear about the administra-
tion’s real objections with the ballistic
missile defense provisions in this con-
ference report. The administration and

some of our colleagues here in the Sen-
ate do not want the United States to be
defended at all against ballistic mis-
siles. That is my fear, at any rate. The
administration’s NMD program is de-
signed to perpetuate research and de-
velopment while indefinitely delaying
deployment of the most limited NMD
system. How long can you go on with
research and development? It is like
some of the Corps of Engineer projects
that I am familiar with. They study
them, study them; they do analysis and
study. If they put that money into the
construction of the projects that they
waste on years of studies, we would get
our projects a lot quicker, we would
not waste nearly as much money. If we
are not actually going to do this, how
long are we going to go forward with
R&D?

My staff was told directly by a senior
White House official that the adminis-
tration would object to any require-
ment to deploy an NMD system by a
date certain, even if that system fully
complied with the ABM Treaty. There
you have it. That is the crux of the
matter.

In essence, they oppose any commit-
ment to deploy a national defense mis-
sile system. By way of comparison, by
the way, interestingly, in 1991, a Demo-
cratically controlled Congress dramati-
cally restructured the Bush adminis-
tration’s SDI program with the Missile
Defense Act of 1991, which was a bipar-
tisan initiative, sponsored by the then
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. The 1991 act called for deploy-
ment of an NMD system in 5 years,
whereas the conference report before
the Senate today calls for a similar de-
ployment in 8 years. What is the big
concern here?

This 1991 bipartisan agreement, that
was led by Senator NUNN, Senator
WARNER, Senator COHEN, and others,
said it would be done in 5 years, by
1996. Now this one says we will not
even get it done until the year 2003. If
we get to 2002 and we do not have the
capability, if we do not want to do it,
we do not have to go forward. We can
change it. But should we not have some
goal that someday we will quit doing
R&D and we actually deploy a defen-
sive system? Should we not have a date
in mind so this just does not go on for-
ever?

The 1991 act also mirrored this con-
ference report in urging the President
to negotiate amendments to the ABM
Treaty to allow for a multiple-site
NMD system. Think about that again.
The 1991 act—bipartisan—led by Sen-
ator NUNN of Georgia, said essentially
the same thing we are saying here,
that there should be an effort to nego-
tiate amendments to the ABM Treaty
to allow for these multiple sites. Many
of the same Members who stood on this
floor in 1991 speaking in favor of na-
tional missile defense deployment are
now telling the American people not to
worry, that we do not need to defend
the United States against ballistic mis-
siles.

This defies, not only logic, but our
responsibility to provide for the de-
fense of the American homeland. I can-
not help but conclude that on the sub-
ject of ballistic missile defense, the ad-
ministration did not negotiate with us
in full faith.

For weeks during the conference we
heard nothing about objections con-
cerning the ABM Treaty. But even
after addressing each one of these con-
cerns, in most cases accepting specific
proposals made by the administration
or minority conferees, we still hear the
same old arguments and are faced with
a veto threat. So I am disappointed, al-
though I must confess I am not too sur-
prised right now.

The next question involves the re-
structured Assistant Secretaries of De-
fense. Some Members have objected, on
both sides of the aisle, to changes in
law which impact two civilian offices
within the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, the Assistant Secretary for
Special Operations and Low Intensity
Conflict, and the Director of the Office
of Operational Test and Evaluation.
These Members allege that these posi-
tions are being eliminated by this con-
ference report. Now this is not com-
pletely accurate.

The conference report simply re-
moves the statutory requirement
which dictates that these positions
must be maintained. Why did the con-
ference committee makes these
changes? Frankly, primarily because
the House felt so strongly about it.
But, since the late 1980’s the militarily
services have shrunk by almost 25 per-
cent. The military services have gone
down in size by 25 percent. But, during
the same period, the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense has increased in size
by over 20 percent. This is since the
late 1980’s, so there have been Demo-
crat and Republican administrations.
But, while the military numbers are
going down, the number of civilians in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense
have gone up 20 percent. How does this
make sense? It does not. If you do not
remove the statutory requirement that
requires the continuation of this im-
balance of personnel, the Secretary of
Defense is restricted from realigning
his office. This conference report em-
powers the Secretary of Defense. It
does not restrict him in this regard.

Does anyone believe the Members of
the House and Senate defense commit-
tees would eliminate or want to elimi-
nate operational test and evaluation?
Absolutely not. It is very important
that we continue to emphasize the im-
portance of operational tests and eval-
uation of new weapon systems. But
maintaining our commitment to this
function should not preclude our abil-
ity to allow the Office of Secretary of
Defense to be restructured in order to
reduce overhead and save money. After
all, in the final analysis, the Office of
the Secretary of Defense cannot fight a
single battle. Military personnel have
to do that. So we are getting fatter on
the civilian side at OSD, while we are
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slimming down in the actual fighting
people.

The same is true of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Special Oper-
ations. We are not in favor of removing
civilian oversight of special operations,
absolutely not. But the Secretary of
Defense should be unburdened from the
countless statutory requirements, one
of which is this Assistant Secretary of
Defense.

A lot of criticism has been made that
this conference report mandates the
Navy buy numerous component items
in the United States only. While it is
true the bill contains the requirement
for the Navy to purchase certain com-
ponents with 51 percent U.S. domestic
content, it does not contain an abso-
lute buy-American provision.

The United States is out of step with
other countries which get involved in
the awarding of defense contracts. If a
defense contractor wants to bid on a
Dutch weapon system, for instance,
they require U.S. firms to meet two
different tests. First is the an offset re-
quirement—that is you have to bring
some amount of money into the Neth-
erlands to offset the amount of money
going to the United States defense con-
tractor. Second, the Netherlands re-
quires a certain percentage of the Unit-
ed States defense contractor’s work or
product to be done in the Netherlands.

Now, we like to do business with the
Dutch. But they have requirements on
us that we do not have for ourselves.
Are we going to get in the position
where all of our—or many of our key
defense components are built overseas?
There is danger there. Surely we see
that.

But that is not all the Dutch require.
The Netherlands also leverages foreign
defense firms by granting larger offset-
ting credits to United States contrac-
tors who increase the Dutch content of
the component supplied by the United
States contractor. For example, the
Netherlands requires a 100 percent off-
set on all awards to foreign defense
contractors, but they have structured
an offset credit valuation system which
awards more offset credit to foreign
contractors who meet 85 percent do-
mestic levels or higher in their coun-
try. So, if a United States contractor
wants to win a defense contract with
the Dutch Government they have two
choices: Either they come up with a 100
percent offset for the total value of the
contract award, or they have to manu-
facture 85 percent of that component or
system in the Netherlands.

That is not exactly what you would
call an open and fair competition for
U.S. defense firms. The United States
in almost every area of our defense pro-
curement welcomes all bidders without
domestic content requirements or off-
set requirements. How is this fair? It is
the same old deal. America says we
want free trade but we do not even re-
quire that it be equal or fair, not only
in this area but a lot of other areas.

This bill simply identifies a list of
specific key components and requires

that 51 percent of those components be
manufactured in the United States. It
does not even come close to leveling
the playing field in terms of applying
the same set of rules on foreign con-
tractors supplying our Defense Depart-
ment as foreign countries apply to U.S.
firms competing for defense contracts
in their countries.

Good old Uncle Sam gets to be Uncle
Sap once again. We always seem to
bend over backward to deal with the
problems of our allies but we do not
look after ourselves. We are not talk-
ing about only one or two countries ap-
plying for these domestic content and
offset requirements. There is a long
list: Australia, Norway, Canada, South
Korea. The domestic content provision
in this bill is needed. It makes sense.
And it is fully warranted, given the
practice of other countries requiring
offsets by U.S. contractors.

We probably should have done more
in this area, not less. But, again, this
was a case where the Senate was will-
ing to say no, we are not going to have
anything on this. Our House conferees
were just absolutely adamant. And we
ground it down and we made them give
tremendous concessions. We came up
with what is really a very small, and I
think a reasonable, proposal.

COLA’s for military retirees are in
this bill. Members need to understand,
without passage of this bill military re-
tirees will, once again, fail to receive a
fair and equitable cost-of-living adjust-
ment, equal and timely with civilian
retirees.

The Armed Services Committee
members feel very strongly about this.
Again, it is a question of fundamental
fairness. I know there is some thinking
going on around here, do not worry, we
will put it on some train going through
here in the next few days and we will
take care of it.

There may not be any trains going
through here in the next few days. We
may be here Christmas day. But the
idea we are going to hitch it on to a
continuing resolution is very dubious.
In the process, our military retirees
could get trapped.

We have it in this bill. That is where
it belongs. We need to make sure we
understand, if we do not pass this au-
thorization bill our military retirees’
COLA could be lost. How are you going
to explain to the military retirees in
your State that you opposed a bill that
would bring their COLA back into par-
ity and alignment with civilian retir-
ees? This bill provides important par-
ity there.

Some say this bill is not perfect. I
have never voted on a perfect bill, I do
not think. I have never voted on a per-
fect defense bill. I do not agree with all
of the bill’s provisions, but overall I
think this is a good bill. Concerted ef-
forts were made to address numerous
administration concerns. As a result,
substantial modifications were made in
conference to address these concerns.

In the missile defense area, as I
pointed out, the cooperative threat re-

duction program, the so-called Nunn-
Lugar program, we had some reserva-
tions about it. We worked hard on that
with Senator NUNN and Senator LUGAR.
We made agreements. I think all the
money was restored, with a certain
amount of it fenced, but even that
money could be spent in other coun-
tries. I think that was the final result.
We support this program and we got it
worked out.

We made changes but we retained the
U.N. command and control restric-
tions. We had contingency operations
funding. I personally do not like that
at all. I do not like this contingency
operations funding. I do not like giving
the Pentagon money and saying, ‘‘by
the way, use it because of commit-
ments that had already been made in
Haiti or Somalia or wherever they may
be’’—but giving the money in advance.
I think they need to justify all of these
continuing operations’ funding. We will
live up to providing the funds. We al-
ways have and we will. But I do not
like this funding in advance.

We had acquisition reform provi-
sions. We had improvements in mili-
tary housing. There is a long list of
really good things in this bill.

While the administration may not
like all of them, I say again, we made
tremendous efforts to work with the
administration. I know Senator NUNN
helped with that. I know our leader,
the chairman of the committee, wanted
to work with the administration. In
fact, he insisted that we meet with Dr.
Perry at breakfast meetings to hear his
concerns. I remember Dr. Perry came
over and said, ‘‘We do not like the
House-passed bill, but we are pretty
comfortable with the Senate-passed
bill.’’

So we worked to try to address his
concerns. We met with the Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense, Deputy White. He
came in and said—I cannot remember
the number—‘‘There are six or seven
areas we are really concerned about.’’
Look at the bill and you will find in al-
most every one of those areas we either
met their specific requirements, or re-
quest, or made substantial movements
in that direction. So they have been
able to get a lot of modifications.

I think we have a good bill. I urge
Members of the Senate to support this
conference report. It is good for the
men and women in uniform. That
should be our principal goal. It im-
proves the readiness of our forces. It
begins to correct the modernization
problems our military services face and
provides policy guidance necessary to
operate our defense efforts in a chal-
lenging and difficult time.

Did we leave some issues on the
table? Yes. But we will be back at work
on the next authorization bill in about
6 weeks.

Did we have some areas that we may
change our mind on later? Yes. But we
have an authorization bill every year.
If some language needs to be revisited,
we can do that. Let us pass this bill.
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Let us do the right thing for our coun-
try and for our military men and
women.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.
Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

wish to commend the able Senator
from Mississippi for the excellent re-
marks he has made on this bill.

He is the Republican whip in the Sen-
ate and does a great job there. He is
also a valuable member of the Armed
Services Committee and has made a
great contribution to our country by
sitting on that committee. Again, I
want to thank him for all he has done
to promote this bill.

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized.
Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I rise today to oppose

the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion conference report, and I do so with
considerable regret. I, as a member of
the committee, voted to support the
original authorization bill because I
think it did represent a very carefully
balanced approach on some of the criti-
cal issues which I am going to com-
ment on briefly.

I acknowledge that there are parts of
this bill that I think are quite good.
The military pay provisions, the acqui-
sition reforms are areas of particular
interest to me. In my own State,
money is provided for hydronuclear
testing, some $30 million. Those and
many other provisions I fully support.

But the conference report now before
us contains significant changes from
the originally approved bill, particu-
larly with respect to providing addi-
tional funding for the B–2 bomber, a
position which the Senate opposed both
in committee and on the floor.

The report contains very dangerous
language, in my opinion, with respect
to the national missile defense provi-
sions that, if enacted, would violate
the U.S. agreement on the Anti-Ballis-
tic Missile Treaty. The report contains
a number of troubling ‘‘special ar-
rangements,’’ such as a specific ship
maintenance contract for a specific
shipyard, which in my view would cir-
cumvent the competitive bidding proc-
ess. The report also delineates line by
line how the National Guard and Re-
serve may spend their allocated money
for procurement, a position contrary to
that taken by the National Guard and
Reserve components. Moreover, Mr.
President, I regret to say that the con-
ference report does not have the full bi-
partisan support of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. The minority
members, the Democrats, were not
even minimally notified or consulted
with respect to major issues that were
changed in the conference report.

Last week, the Democratic conferees
were asked to sign the conference re-
port despite the fact that we had not
been given the final language on a
number of critical issues, most notably

the language with respect to the B–2
bomber and the potentially explosive
national missile defense language.

I might note with specificity that
when my office was notified that the
final conference meeting would con-
vene, we were provided about 30 min-
utes advance notice. I was able to at-
tend, but a good many of my col-
leagues, not having any prior notice of
the conference meeting, were not able
to attend. This meeting convened rath-
er late in the afternoon at approxi-
mately 6 o’clock, with such late notice
many of my colleagues were unable to
rearrange their schedules to attend a
very important meeting.

So for those reasons, and others, I do
not intend to support this conference
report today and I would not agree to
sign the conference report last week.

It appears that this conference com-
mittee has never been terribly serious
about conducting bipartisan negotia-
tions. As a matter of fact, the con-
ference committee was disbanded a few
weeks after it was convened. Therefore,
there could be no meaningful biparti-
san discussion of the funding levels, or
any of the other outstanding issues in
the context of a conference discussion.
In point of fact, Mr. President, the con-
ference was disbanded before any real,
substantive discussions even began
among the conferees.

Due to the early disbanding of the
conference, negotiations have taken
place primarily between House and
Senate Republicans behind closed doors
for the past 95 days. Because the con-
ference was officially disbanded, nego-
tiators were not bound to follow the
open meeting rule, nor were they re-
quired to notify all conferees of nego-
tiation sessions or conference meet-
ings.

I am a relatively new member to the
committee, Mr. President. This will be
my third authorization bill. But I must
say, in my experience it is unprece-
dented that the committee has oper-
ated in this fashion. I am told by my
colleagues who have considerably more
tenure than I do on the committee that
this is without precedent. I must say
when I was appointed to this commit-
tee in 1993, I was enthusiastic about
that appointment, and I continue to be.
One aspect that I particularly enjoy—
having had the opportunity to serve
on, among other committees here in
the Senate, the Senate Armed Services
Committee—is that it has historically
had the reputation, which I found to be
the case, that it really was bipartisan.
That is not to say that there were not
legitimate differences that divided us.
There were, and there continue to be.
But there was a virtual absence of par-
tisanship as we processed the various
policy questions within the jurisdiction
of that committee.

I regret to say, and I hope that this
is a temporary aberration, if you will,
that this is not an auspicious begin-
ning for us if this is the way the De-
fense authorization conference is going
to be conducted in future years.

There are Members on both sides of
the political aisle who have served
many, many years in the Senate. These
individuals have gained considerable
expertise in very discrete areas dealing
with the funding of our national de-
fense effort, and I think their expertise
would have been extremely helpful in
the negotiations with our colleagues in
the other body.

I note further, Mr. President, that
there are major parts of the conference
report that were discussed at this
meeting which I have described—the
one which provided our office with
about 30 minutes notice—that were
only verbally described to Senators lit-
erally minutes before the report was
presented to us for signature. With re-
spect to some of these provisions, they
are extremely complicated. Language
is very important.

Specifically, I note the conference re-
port language change with respect to
the national missile defense provision.
I must say that engaged colleagues on
both sides of the aisle worked on the
Senate-passed compromise version of
this language. In extraordinarily dif-
ficult and, I think, very instructive dis-
cussions, the Senate provisions were
agreed to overwhelmingly when it was
acted upon on the floor of the Senate.
Unfortunately, this was not the experi-
ence with respect to the conference ne-
gotiation.

The resulting conference language, in
my view, is deeply flawed. It, indeed,
may result in a violation of the ABM
Treaty, and it seems to me that we
send all the wrong signals to the Rus-
sians. In effect, by the deployment
schedule specifically established in this
bill at 2003, it seems to me, would make
the Russians even more reluctant to
negotiate any further nuclear arms re-
ductions and give them considerable
reason to believe that it is our intent
to violate the ABM Treaty itself.

Another of the issues that divided us
is the additional funding of the B–2
bomber. It was defeated in the Senate
Armed Services Committee this year,
in a bipartisan vote, and not included
in the Defense authorization bill which
was passed in this Chamber. I find it
particularly troubling that the provi-
sion itself that would increase funding
to the B–2 bomber was not available at
the time the conference report was pre-
sented to us and we were asked to ap-
prove. Again, this is one of the most
difficult issues that the committee had
to deal with, and I would submit that
this is not the way in which we ought
to be conducting conference negotia-
tions.

Moreover, this conference report im-
poses new restrictions on the Presi-
dent’s ability to obtain contingency
funding for military operations. This is
in direct contravention of the Presi-
dent’s constitutional role as our Com-
mander in Chief. The report contains
directed procurement of specific ships
at specific shipyards without a clear
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requirement, undermining, in my opin-
ion, the efficiency and cost-saving ob-
jectives which are of critical impor-
tance as we face very, very difficult
budgets in the outyears.

The conference report contains
spending floors with respect to ship-
building provisions. These are require-
ments to spend specified amounts on
specified projects. Again, in the real
world in which we live, where the budg-
ets are going to be tighter next year
and each of the outyears thereafter, I
find this provision unfathomable.

The conference report will create a
special congressional panel on sub-
marines. I must say that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have
made a number of very constructive
comments over the years when they
talk about streamlining Government
and reducing the number of commit-
tees. Adding another committee, it
seems to me, is duplicative and creates
unnecessary additional staff involve-
ment and the possibility of additional
funding that is just not warranted. The
existing panel, in which submarines are
included in the jurisdictional portfolio,
does a proper job in my judgment and
a new panel just for submarines is re-
dundant, unnecessary and unwise.

The conference report designates
every single line of the National Guard
and Reserve procurement funds, rather
than providing generic categories of
funds. This, Mr. President, is contrary
to requests made by the National
Guard and Reserve.

The conference report dictates to the
Department of Defense what their pro-
curement priorities ought to be. It al-
lows them to spend the money on noth-
ing but those items deemed appropriate
by the House and Senate. I recall in a
different context a lot of criticism
about Congress micromanaging the
Pentagon. Let me suggest that I be-
lieve this is a case in which
micromanagement has become the op-
erative order of the day.

I mentioned previously Pacer Coin, a
program of particular interest in my
State. The Nevada Air National Guard
would receive two of those planes. The
conference report contains language on
the Air National Guard’s Pacer Coin
mission that is patently false. The re-
port reads, and I quote, ‘‘The conferees
understand that the National Guard
Bureau has requested that the Air
Force terminate the Pacer Coin pro-
gram.’’

This statement is not true. As a mat-
ter of fact, I have a letter dated Decem-
ber 8, 1995, from Maj. Gen. Donald
Shepperd, Director of the Air National
Guard. His letter states in part, ‘‘The
Air National Guard always has sup-
ported Pacer Coin and will continue to
support the mission.’’ General
Shepperd’s letter then goes on to say,
‘‘It is our understanding that the Pacer
Coin mission is a priority of the Com-
mander in Chief, U.S. Southern Com-
mand.’’

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of General

Shepperd’s letter of December 8, 1995,
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND
THE AIR FORCE; NATIONAL GUARD
BUREAU,

Washington, DC, December 8, 1995.
Senator RICHARD BRYAN,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BRYAN: Thank you for your
December 6, 1995 letter concerning the con-
tinuation of the Pacer Coin mission. I assure
you that the Air National Guard always has
supported Pacer Coin and will continue to
support the mission as long as there is a
military requirement and the necessary re-
sources.

Regarding the military requirement, it is
our understanding that the Pacer Coin mis-
sion is a priority of the Commander-in-Chief,
U.S. Southern Command. In terms of nec-
essary resources, the program transferred to
the Air National Guard underfunded in fiscal
years 96, 97, and 98. This shortfall spurred
budgetary exercises that may have been mis-
construed as a lack of support for the Pacer
Coin program. My staff is searching for al-
ternatives to fund the shortfall for FY 96.

Again, let me reiterate my support of the
Pacer Coin mission and assure you that the
Air National Guard will support this mission
as long as there is a military requirement
and proper funding.

Please don’t hesitate to call if I can be of
further assistance.

DONALD W. SHEPPERD,
Major General, USAF,

Director, Air National Guard.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. I also
have a letter from Gen. Barry McCaf-
frey, commander in chief of U.S.
Southern Command dated June 2, 1995.
His letter states, ‘‘U.S. Southern Com-
mand supports retention of the Pacer
Coin reconnaissance program in the
Air National Guard and periodic de-
ployments of the system in this thea-
ter.’’

And again, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the full text of
General McCaffrey’s letter dated June
26, 1995, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, U.S.
SOUTHERN COMMAND, OFFICE OF
THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF,

Washington, DC, June 26, 1995.
Hon. RICHARD H. BRYAN,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BRYAN: Appreciate your
concern over the potential termination of
the U.S. Air Force Pacer Coin reconnais-
sance program and welcome the opportunity
to share the U.S. Southern Command’s views
on the value of this important asset.

The U.S. Southern Command and its
ground, air, and naval component forces rely
heavily upon releasable, high quality im-
agery. This requirement for extensive im-
agery is to support operational planning, ex-
ercise deployments, humanitarian assistance
and disaster relief operations. We also pro-
vide comprehensive imagery support to U.S.
Country Teams and host nations throughout
the region that are involved in counterdrug
operations.

As you know, however, fiscal constraints
and force structure reductions drove the

transition of the Pacer Coin program from
the active force structure to the Air Na-
tional Guard. As a consequence, we have
asked for periodic Air National Guard de-
ployments of Pacer Coin to satisfy the con-
tinuing requirement for timely, high quality,
broad area imagery that we can release to
our host nation allies in the region. The U.S.
Southern Command supports retention of
the Pacer Coin reconnaissance program in
the Air National Guard and periodic deploy-
ments of the system to this theater.

Best wishes,
BARRY R. MCCAFFREY,

General, U.S. Army,
Commander in Chief.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair.
I must say it has been difficult for

me to understand, with two command-
ing generals who have in one instance
a National Guard command authority
and in the other instance an oper-
ational command of the Southern Com-
mand both expressing support for the
program, how the conference report
could question the viability of this pro-
gram and conclude that this is a pro-
gram that is not supported.

I guess by way of general conclusion,
Mr. President, I regret to say that this
conference has not been conducted in
its historical bipartisan manner.
Democrats were cut out from any
meaningful participation in the con-
ference itself. And I must say the Sec-
retary of Defense has indicated that he
will recommend a veto of this con-
ference report to the President. The
National Security Council and the Pen-
tagon find the national defense missile
language in this report to be wholly
unacceptable and quite dangerous.

Finally, the President himself has
sent a message to Congress saying that
he will veto this bill in its present
form. For these and the other reasons
that I have referenced in my com-
ments, I urge my colleagues to vote
against the report.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and in
the absence of any other colleague in
the Chamber I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COATS. May I inquire how much
time is remaining on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 28 minutes 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, first, I
want to begin by commending the
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Senator THURMOND,
for the work that he has done this year
in leading the effort in putting this de-
fense authorization conference report
together.

It has been a tough year, as we all
know. It has been a long and difficult
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year with many, many complex and
difficult questions. Senator THURMOND
has provided extraordinary leadership
in bringing us to this point. I want to
commend him for his efforts in that re-
gard.

At the same time, I want to express
my disappointment that, apparently,
this conference report is going to be
virtually unanimously opposed by our
colleagues from across the aisle. I re-
gret that, because we have always, at
least in my tenure, moved forward on
defense bills in a bipartisan fashion. It
appears now that we will not be doing
that this year. I think that is dis-
appointing.

Nevertheless, I hope that our col-
leagues will see fit to support this leg-
islation in such a manner that it can
pass the Senate, be sent to the Presi-
dent and then he will, obviously, have
to make a choice as to whether or not
he wants to accept the bill or veto the
bill.

We heard a lot of Members state rea-
sons why they will not vote for the bill
on the basis of what is included in the
bill. What we have not heard is infor-
mation relative to what is now in the
bill that will be lost if it is not passed.

Anybody can look at a bill this mas-
sive, covering this amount of spending,
and find reasons why they do not like
a particular part of the bill. I have
never voted for a bill where I have
agreed 100 percent from beginning to
end with every provision in that bill.
This is the art of political compromise
that tries to balance the opinions of
one House versus the other, the opin-
ions of one party versus the other, the
interests of particular Senators in put-
ting more emphasis on one portion of
the bill than the other. In the end, you
put a package together. You trust the
major thrust of that package is in the
direction that you want to go.

So to raise specific concerns about
specific items in this bill as a basis for
rejecting the whole bill, I think, is
something that if we practice it on
every bill that came forward, nothing
would pass in this body.

But as I said, Members have stated
that there are items in the bill that
they do not like and, therefore, they
will not vote for the bill. I would like
to list, as chairman of the Personnel
Subcommittee, what will be lost if this
bill is not passed. I think Members
ought to consider some of this before
they make a final determination on
how they will vote.

Do Senators understand that the full
pay raise, which is only 2.4 percent, but
the full pay raise to our troops in uni-
form, including those on the way to
Bosnia and those deployed in areas
around the world, will not be granted if
this bill is not passed? The authoriza-
tion for the full pay raise is included in
this legislation and that will not go
forward unless this bill is passed.

Reserve mobilization insurance will
not be established. Several bonus au-
thorities for enlistment and reenlist-
ment will not be authorized. At a time

when we have a shrinking defense force
and we are trying to find the top qual-
ity people, the bonuses for enlistment
and reenlistment that are incentives to
attract the kind of people we need will
not be available.

A whole series of quality of life ini-
tiatives will be lost. We keep talking
about our No. 1 priority for our troops
is quality of life. We need to provide
them with the best training and the
best equipment and the best leadership,
but we also need to provide them with
a quality of life that will allow they
and their families to make a career
commitment to service in our military.
A whole series of initiatives on quality
of life will be lost.

Let me just mention some of them.
There will be no increased quarters al-
lowance to close the gap of housing
cost increases. This quarters allowance
equals 5.2 percent in the bill. Without
it, it will be 2 percent. That means
when a soldier and his or her family
are stationed in particular areas of the
country and sufficient base housing is
not available for them, as is the case in
most instances, they have to go out
into the local market. When they go
out into the local market, the allow-
ance that they are given for their quar-
ters does not begin to cover the cost of
housing in that particular area. We
give quarters allowance to cover that,
but it has not kept pace with the in-
crease in housing costs, and so soldiers
and sailors and airmen and marines
and their families will be put at a con-
tinued even greater disadvantage than
they have been in the past.

There will be no authority to pay
quarters allowance for NCO’s on ships
or NCO’s who currently live in inad-
equate quarters. These are people who
are key to the successful functioning of
our military, and they will not receive
quarters allowance unless this bill is
passed.

There will be no authority to pay
family separation allowances to cer-
tain single soldiers.

There will be no authority to pay en-
listed airmen hazardous duty incen-
tive.

There will be no authority to pay
special duty pay to personnel assigned
to tenders.

There will be no authority to pay in-
creased special duty pay to recruiters.

There will be no authority to pay dis-
location allowances to those forced to
move as a result of the BRAC process.

There will be no more automatic in-
crease of servicemen’s life insurance.
At a time when we are deploying
troops to Bosnia to undertake the risks
that will be involved in this, there will
be no automatic life insurance in-
crease. That was included in our bill.

There will be no COLA equity for
military retirees, and I will discuss
that in a moment.

There are a number of service acad-
emy issues that will not be addressed.

Two Navy P–3 squadrons will not be
authorized.

There will be no floor on military
technicians, a critical request made by

the service chiefs and others as they
came before our committee. As the
equipment becomes more sophisti-
cated, we need people who have more
technological capability to repair and
deal with this equipment, and this is a
very important part of the authoriza-
tion bill authority, and that will not be
provided.

Dental/medical benefits, CHAMPUS
benefits for certain members of the
total force will not be included. These,
just from the Personnel Subcommittee,
are items that we will not have if this
bill is defeated or if the President ve-
toes it.

Let me discuss one other. There is a
whole series of initiatives to provide
new authorities for the provision of
new housing, repaired housing, re-
stored housing for our military person-
nel.

Why is this important? Because over
the last 30 years, while we have made
some remarkable strides in providing
our troops with training and equip-
ment, we have ignored their living
quarters, the repair, maintenance, and
the construction of new quarters. Cur-
rently, on the military’s own estimate
on the basis of their own standards—
and I suggest their standards are not
the standards that are found generally
in housing construction throughout
this country; they are lower standards.
Even by their standards, many of the
housing units, most of which are over
30 years old, are in a state of disrepair.
In fact, by Department of Defense
standards, over 80 percent of the exist-
ing military housing is inadequate. Let
me repeat that. Over 80 percent of the
housing that we ask our military fami-
lies and ask our single military person-
nel to live in is inadequate. It is sub-
standard and it needs repair, mainte-
nance, and some of it needs to be torn
down. A lot of new units need to be
built.

Under the current rate of funding for
this repair, maintenance, and construc-
tion, it will take 30 years to remedy
the problem. Of course, in 30 years, the
problem that is remedied this year and
in succeeding years will then be inad-
equate. So we are getting nowhere.
Under the direction of the Secretary of
Defense, Bill Perry, under the very able
leadership of former Secretary of the
Army, John Marsh, and an internal as
well as external task force, a year’s
worth of effort has culminated in a
plan to very substantially upgrade
military housing on an accelerated
basis. Because we are faced with a
budget crunch that does not provide
the immediate funds, new housing au-
thorities are requested by the depart-
ment, so that we can use methods that
are used by the civilian housing au-
thorities, which exist in virtually
every one of our States, to leverage
funds to begin to dramatically acceler-
ate the rehabilitation and construction
of new quarters for our personnel.

We are asking individuals to commit
a career, a lifetime, to the service, and
that means that we are moving from



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 18854 December 19, 1995
single enlisted people that formerly
were brought into the service by the
draft, as I entered, and now, instead of
a 2, 3, or 4-year commitment, people
are making a lifetime commitment.
Most of those people are bringing their
families with them—their spouses and
children. For this country to ask indi-
viduals to put on the uniform and pro-
vide for our defense and not provide for
adequate housing, I believe, is a dis-
grace. It is a disgrace to ask these peo-
ple to live in the housing and the quar-
ters that they currently live in.

I have personally visited the family
quarters and the bachelor quarters on a
number of bases throughout this coun-
try and some overseas. I would not put
my family in some of these living situ-
ations, and either would anybody else
in this Senate. I would not begin to ask
my family to live under some of the
conditions that our service personnel
live in, without complaint. The least
we can do for these people who make
this commitment to provide for our se-
curity and our freedom is give them
adequate living quarters. Roofs are
caving in, ceilings are caving in, water
is running down the walls, broken
plumbing, exterior windows cracked,
cold air rushing through. You do not
need air conditioning if you live in a
cold climate because it comes right
through the windows and the walls.

I think one of the things that I will
regret the most if this bill fails, either
in the Senate vote or if it is vetoed by
the President, is the loss of authority
to do what Secretary Perry has asked
us to provide—to accelerate the recon-
struction and the maintenance and re-
pairs of some of our housing that we
provide for our military personnel.
That is what we lose just from the per-
sonnel section of this bill. I do not have
the time to go into other sections.

There have been a number of allega-
tions made here about some of the ad-
ditional problems that exist. I would
like to address one of those points, be-
cause it seems to be a major sticking
point for several Members—that is, the
statutory authority that exists provid-
ing for the Director of Operational Test
and Evaluation. What Members need to
understand is that the conference re-
port does not abolish this office. This is
an important office, as is the Office for
Special Operations and Low Intensity
Conflict. But what the committee is at-
tempting to address is a situation
where the Department wants the flexi-
bility to review the way it is organized,
to make determinations as to how it
wants to be structured and then report
to us as a committee by March 1 of
1996. The repeal of the statutory au-
thority, first of all, does not even take
place until January 1, 1997. It is not
prejudicial because we are asking the
Secretary of Defense to report to us by
March 1 of next year his recommenda-
tions as to how the Department can be
reorganized so it can operate in the
most efficient manner. They are feel-
ing the budget squeeze. They know
they need to make decisions relative to

how they can better organize to
achieve savings.

All we are doing is repealing the re-
quirement for specific positions on a
statutory basis. It does not mean the
position will be eliminated. We then, as
a committee, will have the opportunity
to review the report, question the Sec-
retary, and look at and evaluate their
reorganization plan, and we can decide
that we want to retain these statutory
provisions.

There is no doubt that the Director
of Operational Test and Evaluation is
an important position. Senator NUNN,
on this floor, very accurately described
the nature of the position and the inde-
pendence of the incumbent director. I
fully expect that Secretary Perry will
ask that this position be retained. The
key factor is that he will make that
recommendation on the merits, not be-
cause he was encumbered by a statu-
tory protection. That is the goal of this
legislation. Meritorious recommenda-
tions by the Secretary of Defense, not
abolition of one position or another.

The legislation is intentionally craft-
ed to permit any repeal to be vitiated
before it is implemented, if that is the
appropriate outcome. There has been a
lot of misinformation about this part
of the bill, and if Senators will take
the time to review the actual language
and understand the intent, I am con-
fident that they will see this as a work-
able solution. So I urge my colleagues
who may be thinking of voting against
the bill, on this provision alone, to
look at the conference report and un-
derstand what it is we are attempting
to do.

Now, Mr. President, second, I want to
take some remaining time here and
just put this Defense authorization de-
bate in the broader context of the
budget debate, because it has been said
on this floor on numerous occasions by
numerous Members that if we were
really serious about reducing the defi-
cit, we would reduce defense spending.
We would take this defense bill, which
they say is sacrosanct from spending,
and we would begin to take savings out
of Defense. I do not know where those
Members have been for the last 10
years. But as Senator NUNN said on
this floor just about a year ago, ‘‘Those
who claim that Defense has not been
substantially reduced since the end of
the cold war are flat out wrong. The
Defense Department, in the past few
years, has carried more than its fair
share of sacrifice for lowering the defi-
cit. Indeed, the Defense Department
seems to be the only part of the Fed-
eral Government that has carried its
fair share.’’ Let me repeat that one
statement again. ‘‘Those who claim
that Defense has not been substan-
tially reduced since the end of the cold
war are flat out wrong.’’ They ignore
the facts.

To say defense is the area that needs
to be reduced so that we could prove
our commitment to deficit reduction
ignores reality. The fiscal year 1996
budget request for defense is at the 1975

spending level in constant dollars. The
1997 level is at the 1955 level. Since
1985, we have reduced defense procure-
ment 71 percent. Research, develop-
ment, testing, and evaluation funds
have been reduced 57 percent. By 1999,
defense spending as a share of the gross
national product will have declined to
2.8 percent, the lowest since before
World War II.

We are now entering the 11th
straight year of declining defense budg-
ets. We have cut active duty personnel
by 32 percent. That is the lowest level
in 60 years. The Army will have 45 per-
cent fewer divisions, the Navy 37 per-
cent fewer battle force ships, and the
Air Force 40 percent fewer attack and
fighter aircraft.

Now, defense spending, which has de-
creased—just in the 10-year decade, the
decade of the 1990’s, defense spending
will decrease 35 percent. What are we
doing with the rest of the budget? Do-
mestic discretionary spending, during
that same time period, increases 12 per-
cent; welfare and mandatory spending
will increase by 38 percent. Those that
say defense has not done its share are
ignoring the facts.

If some of these other nondefense
areas of the budget had done one-tenth
of what defense has done, we would not
be debating the need for a balanced
budget. We would have achieved a bal-
anced budget. Name me one program in
the Federal Government, outside of de-
fense, that has even begun to reach the
decrease in spending that defense has.
Name me one program that has been
reduced at all.

The challenge is not to further re-
duce defense. The challenge is to look
at the other programs that are driving
our costs out of sight, that are squeez-
ing our ability to provide for an ade-
quate defense.

At the same time that defense spend-
ing is reducing dramatically and the
number of personnel are reducing dra-
matically, the requirements for deploy-
ments are increasing. We have shrunk
our forces in Europe from 314,000 prior
to the fall of the Berlin Wall. That
number is now rapidly approaching
100,000. Yet those remaining forces
have been deployed in more missions in
the last 5 years than in the previous 45
years combined. The average soldier
now spends approximately 138 days
each year away from home on extended
short-notice deployments. This is com-
bined with extensive training, away
from home, in order to maintain the
critical skills necessary. That is a tre-
mendous strain on those personnel and
particularly on their families.

Our Navy surface ships are away
from home at tempos in excess of 130
days per year—that is away from
home. That does not count the short-
term deployments to prepare them for
the longer term deployment.

The Marines currently have 24,000
people—pre-Bosnia—24,000 people de-
ployed overseas carrying out a whole
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number of 911 fast-reaction assign-
ments. The Air Force has had a four-
fold increase in the deployment obliga-
tions over the last 7 years, while draw-
ing down its overall end strength by a
third.

So we have troops deployed all over
the world on all kinds of missions and
yet we have fewer number of personnel
to allocate to these deployments. What
does that mean? Longer deployments,
longer time away from home, more
strain and stress on the force.

We have a serious gap that is opening
between our military mission and the
level of funding we provide. The Armed
Services Committee this year, under
the very able leadership of our chair-
man, has done the very best that we
can to take this limited budget and
stretch it in a way that begins to meet
the needs of our Armed Forces.

To those who say, ‘‘We have added
$6.7 billion and the Pentagon didn’t re-
quest it.’’ If the Pentagon were calling
the shots their budget requests would
have been a lot higher than they were.
They are not. They get a number from
the President. The President’s Office of
Management and Budget says, ‘‘Here is
your number, now make it work.’’
These people are trained to salute and
say, ‘‘Yes, sir.’’ Ask any one of them,
as we have in our hearings, do you need
more, could you use more, would you
like to have more? Their answers were
‘‘Yes, we would.’’

There are a number of things we
would like to deal with but we recog-
nize we are constrained by this budget
and therefore we have done the best we
could. We are on the razor’s edge of
readiness. We are worried about pro-
curement in the future. We are not up-
dating our equipment. We are sacrific-
ing quality of life, but we have to live
within this budget number. We will do
the best that we can. They do a terrific
job. To say they do not want the addi-
tional resources, that this extra money
that Republicans have provided, $6.7
billion, is wasted money is simply not
the case.

You can argue over how that ought
to be allocated. It is not allocated 100
percent the way I would like to allo-
cate. The defense budget has been de-
clining now for 11 straight years. It is
certainly not some Government pro-
gram run amok without control, as so
many others have.

Mr. President, balancing our books is
one of the most important duties of
Government, but it is not the first duty
of Government. The first duty of Gov-
ernment is the defense of this country,
without needless risk to the men and
women who serve. That means more
than defending our borders. It means
shaping a security environment that
will be favorable to America in the fu-
ture. It means providing our troops
with the training they need, the equip-
ment they require, the kind of leader-
ship that provides for success, and the
quality of life that gives them a stake
in the future of this country, that pro-
vides for their families while they are
away on deployment.

We are asking fewer people to do
more with less. As I speak, we are de-
ploying 20,000 troops, and many more
thousands of support troops, in this ef-
fort to Bosnia. They are fighting ter-
rible weather, as we can see every day
on CNN. They are fighting some of the
world’s worst terrain. They are engag-
ing in a mission that many of us still
are trying to figure out what the mis-
sion is. It is a mission that is fraught
with risk.

We are asking and have asked and
will continue to ask a great deal of the
men and women who wear the uniform
of this country. The very least we can
do with this type of budget constraint
is to provide them with the best that
we can. To reject this bill now, I be-
lieve, sends an absolutely wrong signal.

We talked about sending signals on
the floor last week. What kind of signal
do we send, with all the authorities,
the quality of life initiatives, and other
items in this bill. What kind of signal
do we send to the troops right now try-
ing to fight fog, the weather, the snow,
and the landings on a runway they can-
not see, in a mountainous area of
Bosnia? Deploying into terrible weath-
er and terrible terrain on a mission
they are not sure exactly what it is.
What kind of signal do we send, that
the Senate rejects the bill that takes
care of their families while they are
gone? The Senate rejects the bill that
provides the authorities we need to
have a successful military effort? That
is a terrible signal to send.

If Members want to talk about send-
ing a signal; walk down here now and
vote. Just because there is a piece of
the bill that you do not like or because
this is now partisan politics and we did
not get in enough of the discussions
about what the final bill should look
like. Therefor in a fit of pique you reg-
ister your displeasure with it, I think
that is a terrible mistake. It is a ter-
rible time for our troops, as we ap-
proach Christmas, as our troops are
leaving their families and going into a
very uncertain, risky situation in the
world’s worst terrain and climate—to
now reject this bill would be a huge
mistake.

I urge my colleagues who may be
having reservations, ask us what the
facts are, look at what is in the bill, let
us work with you to resolve differences
next year, but do not tell our troops
that we are not going to give them
these authorities and we will not pro-
vide for their future as included in this
bill.

I yield the floor.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

want to commend the able Senator
from Indiana for the excellent remarks
he has made on this bill. He is a valu-
able member of our Armed Services
Committee and made a fine contribu-
tion throughout this year to the work
of that committee. We appreciate it
very much, Senator, all that you do for
your country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. Am I not correct
that the Senate is due to stand in re-
cess now until the hour of 2:15?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I might pro-
ceed for 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to join the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee in rec-
ognizing the valuable contributions
consistently made by the Senator from
Indiana and his very stirring and mov-
ing remarks of a few minutes ago. He is
recognized on our committee as an ex-
pert in the area of personnel, and I am
pleased to hear that, as he addressed
our colleagues this morning, he made
specific reference to the families of the
men and women of the Armed Forces
and of course his reference to those
now being deployed to Bosnia.

As the Senator well knows, there are
some 100 ships on the high seas, all
over the world today, and men and
women of the Armed Forces stationed
in many other countries. So this mes-
sage not only relates to those that,
perhaps, are foremost in our minds on
the Bosnia deployment, but, indeed, to
men and women on the high seas and in
various posts in farflung parts of the
world. I compliment my good friend for
his remarks.

Mr. President, it has been my great
privilege to serve these 17 years on the
Senate Armed Services Committee,
and I share the concerns of so many
that, as we approach the vote on this
bill, there remains in the minds of
some, doubts about whether or not this
bill meets their individual expecta-
tions.

I have had those same doubts
through these 16 previous years about
other defense conference reports and,
indeed, the bill itself, as it has left the
Armed Services Committee. But each
time, I have found a means by which to
reconcile my differences and to join
the other side of the aisle in support of
the bill. This year, under the very able
leadership of the distinguished senior
Senator from South Carolina, a man
who has a career associated with the
armed services unparalleled in length
to any Member of this Chamber, having
joined the Armed Forces in the early
stages of World War II, at the time
when he was not even subject to the
draft—he went out and volunteered. He
resigned as a judge, and was proud to
wear the uniform of his country, and
he did so with great distinction, being
the only Member of the U.S. Senate to
have participated in the historic Nor-
mandy invasion in June 1944.

So, I pay great respect to my chair-
man. Beginning in the early stages of
World War II, he started his prepara-
tions to serve in this Chamber and
serve as a true representative for the
men and women of the Armed Forces.
Shortly we will be voting on this con-
ference report, which will be the first
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bill of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee which proudly bears his name
as chairman.

Let me address two specifics. I was
concerned about references to the sub-
marine panel. This was not an idea
that originated in the Senate. Together
with Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator
ROBB, and Senator COHEN, I worked on
the provisions relating to submarines
in this bill and we recognize there was
no need for this panel. But the House
did. The House even wanted stronger
measures.

Negotiations related to submarines
were perhaps one of the most difficult
part of the negotiations with the House
of Representatives and the Senate. Out
of it came the concept to have a panel
to consist of three members from each
committee, appointed by their respec-
tive chairmen on a bipartisan basis and
reporting back to their respective com-
mittees. I, therefore, do not believe
there is any invasion of the authority
of the two committees on the armed
services in the two bodies. In fact, I
view some positive aspects in this con-
cept. Because, as one looks at the
former Soviet Union today, and most
particularly Russia, that is where a
disproportionate amount of their an-
nual investment in national security
goes—right into research and develop-
ment and production of first-line sub-
marines, submarines that challenge
our finest submarines in the seven seas
of the world today.

So I think every bit of intellect,
every bit of wisdom that we can incor-
porate on behalf of our Nation into fu-
ture submarine production is time and
effort well spent. That, I think, will be
a positive contribution. I hope I will be
considered to be a part of this special
panel on submarines, since in my State
we are proud to have a shipyard which
for many years has built some of the
finest submarines, not only for our
Navy, but anywhere in the world.

Then, Mr. President, turning to a
second item, the Guard and Reserve,
this has been a debate through the
years. The Senator from Michigan
tried, I think, to convince our commit-
tee—subsequently tried to convince the
floor—of his desire to have a different
approach to the Guard and Reserve. He
is a very valued member of our com-
mittee. He understands the subject of
the Guard and Reserve. And, like so
many of us, we express our best judg-
ment and seek to try to be convincing
among our colleagues. He did that on
two occasions and the majority of the
Senate in the committee and on the
floor decided on a different means to
address the Guard and Reserve. So the
battle was fought. The battle was de-
cided. We go on with our business.

Of course, he has a perfect right to
come and express such disappointment
as may remain on this subject. But
nevertheless, we have a solid provision
in this bill for the Guard and Reserve
and it reflects the majority views of
the Armed Services Committee as well
as the Senate as a whole.

These are just two examples of where
there are differences between Members
on the other side of the aisle and Mem-
bers on this side, but I plead with my
colleagues to think, in the spirit of rec-
onciliation, as we do so frequently in
this Chamber, and particularly as it re-
lates to the men and women of the
Armed Forces and sending that mes-
sage. When, from the Chair, that vote
is announced, we want to send a posi-
tive message all across the world and
on the high seas. I urge my colleagues
to support this conference report.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

commend the able Senator from Vir-
ginia for the excellent remarks he has
made on this bill. The Senator from
Virginia was once Secretary of the
Navy. He served in the Marines. He is a
valuable member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. He has rendered long
service here and with great distinction
to country and I want to commend
him.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished senior colleague. My
career both in the Senate and, indeed,
in the uniform of the United States,
falls far short of that of the senior Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
f

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
having arrived, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:38 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
GRAMS).
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I believe 15

minutes of time has been allotted to
the Senator from Nebraska under the
unanimous-consent request. Is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. EXON. I will take that time at
this moment.

Mr. President, if the average Amer-
ican was to read the 1996 Defense Au-
thorization Act conference report now
before the Senate, he or she might be-
lieve that there was a mistake in the
printing of the bill’s title. The content
of the conference agreement, the rhet-
oric in the report, and the pork add-ons
contained in the legislation are more
in keeping with the cold war environ-
ment of 1986, not the post-cold-war
world of 1996.

I voted against the Senate version of
the authorization bill earlier this year
based on my belief that the $7 billion
increase in spending authority con-
tained in the bill was extravagant and
that the bill’s spending priorities and
legislative restrictions were harmful,
yes harmful, to our national security
interests. I am dismayed to report that
the conference report is even more ob-
jectionable on these counts than the
Senate-passed version. As a result, I
will vote against the National Defense
authorization conference report for the
first time in my 17 years as a U.S. Sen-
ator, a decision I do not come to light-
ly.

With very little participation solic-
ited from the minority, the majority in
the Senate and House have finally
reached an agreement on a bill that
will be greeted with cheers from the
multibillion-dollar defense corpora-
tions in America. At a time when much
of the Federal Government has run out
of money and is shut down, at a time
when the Congress is cutting domestic
programs to the bone and the majority
party is trying to push through an un-
wise $245 billion tax cut, we are consid-
ering a bill that adds $7.1 billion to the
defense budget that the President did
not ask for and our military leaders do
not want.

This bill writes checks for unneeded
weapons systems that will have defense
corporations popping champagne corks
around the country. Christmas has in-
deed come early for these multibillion-
dollar corporations, and their gifts are
beyond their wildest hopes. I implore
every American that is asked to do
with less this coming year due to the
Republican budget-cutting ax to keep
in mind the following glittering, gilded
ornaments hung with care by the ma-
jority on the defense corporate tree:

$700 million in unrequested funds for
an accelerated star wars program, a
mere down payment on a system which
has already cost the American tax-
payers $35 billion and will likely cost
another $48 billion to build;

$493 million in unrequested funds to
restart the B–2 bomber program beyond
the 20 planes already bought, again a
mere down payment on a $30 billion
procurement plan;

$23 million in unrequested funds for 4
additional medium range army air-
craft;

$76 million in unrequested funds for
Longbow helicopter modifications;

$140 million in unrequested funds for
Kiowa helicopter modifications;

$32 million in unrequested funds for
ground support avionics;

$37 million in unrequested funds to
buy 750 additional Hellfire missiles;

$36 million in unrequested funds to
buy 450 additional Javelin missiles;

$43 million in unrequested funds to
buy 1,500 additional MLRS missiles;

$50 million in unrequested funds to
buy MLRS launchers;

$18 million in unrequested funds to
buy 29 additional Army tactical mis-
siles;
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